U.S.-Japanese Trade Dispute 

President Reagan and Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone of Japan concluded two days of 
talks on May Ist without making much progress in resolving the problems caused by Japan's $58 
billion trade surplus with the United States. Nakasone had hoped to persuade the President to 
remove tariffs imposed last month on Japanese-made computers, television sets, and power tools, 
but Mr. Reagan made no promises as to when the tariffs would be removed. 

Meanwhile, the House of Representatives approved (290 to 137) on April 30th a 
sweeping trade bill that would require retaliation against countries Whose large trade surpluses 
are based on unfair trade practices. An amendment to the bill, offered by Representative Richard 
Gephardt (D-MO) and narrowly passed by a vote of 218 to 214, would require the 
administration, after negotiations to end the unfair practices had failed, to impose import bans or 
cancel trade agreements to reduce the country's trade surplus by ten percent a year. 

In a related development, Representative Duncan Hunter (R-CA) and four other 
legislators have introduced a bill to ban all imports from the Toshiba Corporation of Japan and 
Kongsberg Vapenfabrik of Norway for selling technology to the Soviet Union to make propeller 
blades that will allow Red submarines to run more quietly, enabling them to get closer to the 
United States before being detected. According to U.S. intelligence officials, the USSR acquired 
the technology based on information it obtained from the Walker spy ring. 

Two Death Penalty Decisions 

In rulings handed down on April 21st and 22nd, the U.S. Supreme Court broadened the 
circumstances in which the death penalty can be used. The Court ruled (5 to 4) in an Arizona 
case that two brothers who helped their father escape from prison in 1978 and stood by while he 
murdered four members of a family could be executed because of "the reckless disregard for 
human life implicit in knowingly engaging in criminal activity known to - carry a grave risk of 
death." In the majority were Chief Justice William Rehnquist and Justices Sandra Day O'Connor, 
Lewis Powell, Antonin Scalia, and Byron White. 

The same five justices also ruled in a Georgia case that capital punishment is 
constitutional even if its application shows a pattern of racial discrimination. "The statistics do 
not prove that race enters into capital sentencing decisions or that race was a factor in petitioner's 
case," said Justice Powell. "Apparent disparities in sentencing are an inevitable part of our 
criminal justice system .... Where the discretion that is fundamental to our criminal process is 
involved, we decline to assume that what is unexplained is invidious." 

Laxalt for President 

Former Senator Paul Laxalt of Nevada, a close friend of President Reagan, announced 
April 28th that he would seek the Republican presidential nomination in 1988. In joining a GOP 
field of six announced and unannounced candidates, the 64-year-old Laxalt said: "My last term 
in the Senate was devoted in great part in helping the President bridge the gap between the White 
House and the Congress. This has given me an invaluable in, sight into the chemistry between 
the executive and legislative branches. I know what working in the White House is all about. 
Sometimes I felt like a near full-time resident there." 
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$1 Million for POW Rescue 

Eight Republican Congressmen, a former prisoner of war in Vietnam, and a former 
House member pledged April 27th to give $1 million in cash to anyone in Southeast Asia who 
brings an American POW out of captivity. "We believe it is time for the priVate sector to join the 
President in working to bring about their release," said retired Navy Captain Eugene (Red) 
McDaniel, a former POW. The campaign is being spearheaded by the American Defense 
Institute, which is headed by former Congressman Bill Hendon of North Carolina. 

Subsidized Wheat to USSR 

After two years of reneging on its commitment to buy at least nine million metric tons of 
grain a year, including four million tons of wheat, Soviet officials announced April 30th their 
intention to purchase four million metric tons of American wheat at subsidized prices. The exact 
subsidy was not made known, but the Soviets last year ignored President Reagan's offer of a 
wheat subsidy of $15 per metric ton. 

U.S. Aid to the Contras 

Standing in view of the Statue of Liberty on May 3rd, President Reagan vowed to 
continue his support for the freedom fighters in Nicaragua because they offer "the only political 
alternative to the dictatorship of the past and the Communism of today. The alternative is 
democracy, and it is winning increasing support from the people of Nicaragua." Mr. Reagan told 
the 

American Newspaper Publishers Association that without freedom-fighter pressure on 
the Sandinistas, the Soviets would soon "solidify their base in Nicaragua and the subversion in El 
Salvador would reignite. Soon the Communist prediction of a 'revolutionary fire’ -- their words -- 
sweeping across all of Central America could come true." 

The President's remarks came four days after the burial in Nicaragua of Benjamin Linder, 
an American sympathizer of the Sandinistas who was killed by anti-Communist forces while 
working in a remote region of the country, and five days after Carl R. Channell, head of the 
National Endowment for the Preservation of Liberty, pleaded guilty to charges of conspiring to 
defraud the government by raising more than $2 million in tax-exempt contributions "to purchase 
military and other types of non-humanitarian aid for the Contras." 


LETTERS TO THE EDITOR 


In the following letters, our readers respond to Otto Scott's article in the April 27th issue, 
"A Myth Is as Good as a Mile," and offer a defense of free trade. Additional response on this 
subject will be run in the following issue. 

I feel very uncomfortable in disagreeing with Otto Scott's article, "4 Myth is as Good as 
a Mile," in your April 27th issue. But his criticism of free trade and call for protectionism raises 
some questions. 

I agree with Mr. Scott's contentions that a healthy heavy industrial base is vital to our 
economy, and that our government's assistance to our allies, former enemies, and present 
enemies has been detrimental to our economic interests, as has our government's decision to be 
the military guardian for Europe, Asia, and the free world in general. But why should the 
American consumer be forced to pay higher prices to subsidize the socialist mistakes of the past? 

If American industry pays a higher wage rate to its worker than other countries do, then it 
should be because our workers are more productive. But in too many cases, our wage rates are a 
result of the favored position granted to labor unions by our government. Labor unions should 
compete in the market just like all other private associations; they should hold no force over 
other workers or employers. The American consumer shouldn't be forced to subsidize the 
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artificially high wage rates that some unions have gained through government favoritism. 

At best, protectionist policies will simply cover up, for a while, the Socialist flaws of our 
system. Let's end our "redistribution of wealth" schemes (both domestic and foreign), quit trying 
to be the military guardian for the world, end the government favoritism enjoyed by labor 
unions, and reduce the size of our government. Then free trade will take care of itself and 
America will be competitive. 

GLEN KRAAY 
Bridgeport, Nebraska 


As much as I respect the work of Otto Scott, he missed the boat (and THE NEW 
AMERICAN departed from its free market principles) in Mr. Scott's pro-protectionist essay. 
Like the vast majority of historians, Mr. Scott errs in his analysis of economic issues by 
assuming that concurrent historical events are causally related when they may be merely 
coincidental. 

His attempt to prove that free trade is destructive by citing the classical economist, David 
Ricardo, is improper. What Scott alludes to, but does not identify, is Ricardo's "law of 
comparative advantage." Ricardo taught us that each country enjoys certain advantages, which 
make the performing of certain tasks more economical in that country than in another country. 
Thus, in Ricardo's example of trade between England and Portugal, yes, certain types of work 
would tend to shift over to Portugal, but also (and here Scott leaves out the other half of the 
picture) other types of work would tend to shift from Portugal to England. In other words, both 
sides benefit from a more advanced division of labor. The erroneous notion that one of two 
trading countries becomes richer at the expense of the other is just another instance of that old 
mercantilist myth that one's gain is another's loss. 

The major reason that so many of America's basic industries are uncompetitive today is 
not the "unfair trade practices" of foreigners, but decades of interference with the operations of 
free (i.e., truly competitive) markets by our own government. Labor laws (especially those that 
conferred monopolistic privileges upon unions), predatory taxation on both individuals and 
corporations, capricious and costly bureaucratic regulation -- all these have sapped the vitality of 
American corporations. 

Yes, there are "unfair" trade practices (the U.S. does its share of dumping, with the 
overburdened taxpayer footing the bill), and no, U.S. officials should not permit trade with 
communist regimes; but by siding with protectionists -- those who desire more of the same 
medicine that poisoned American business, i.e., government intervention -- Mr. Scott is flirting 
with the economic fascism of John Maynard Keynes, and forsaking the Americanist principle of 
free enterprise... 

MARK W. HENDRICKSON, PHD 
New Wilmington, Pennsylvania 


Otto Scott has made valuable contributions to a moral America in his many years of 
writing, but his dissertation on the evils of "Free Trade" is not one of them. Mr. Scott comments 
that "the bottom line is that the Marxists have successfully promoted an economic war against 
the United States in the name of free trade." He also states that "unlimited free trade makes as 
much sense as unlimited immigration." 

Mr. Scott should read "Return to Protectionism," an essay by Murray Rothbard, who 
observes, "Protectionism is not only nonsense, but dangerous nonsense." Dr. Rothbard correctly 
observed that protectionism, regardless who is protected, always works to the detriment of the 
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consumer and the efficient producer, and to the benefit of the inefficient. 

It is curious to observe that Mr. Scott correctly opposed sanctions against South Africa, 
but now favors sanctions against Japan (and presumably others, such as Taiwan). That which is 
right is always consistent, and what is not consistent is usually not right. Sorry, Mr. Scott. 

THE NEW AMERICAN is consistent and it is usually right. 

CHARLES E. CARLSON 
Golden, Colorado 


As a person who cherishes freedom, and a student of economics, I have no doubts that 
Otto Scott (whom I highly respect as a historian) has really missed the boat in his article 
condemning free trade. Although the article is brimming with erroneous ideas, I will limit myself 
to addressing briefly one which I believe to be central to his argument. 

Contrary to Mr. Scott's thinking (which is certainly "mercantilistic"), imports neither 
eliminate American jobs nor do they harm our standard of living. True enough, imports do tend 
to eliminate jobs in particular industries at which Americans are relatively inefficient. But we are 
wise to consider the unseen, as well as the seen effects of any action. 

What is unseen in this case is that the dollars that go abroad to pay for imports must 
return to be spent on American products or invested in America (ultimately foreigners have no 
other use for dollars). In both cases, new jobs are created in industries at which Americans are, 
for a great variety of reasons, relatively more efficient at producing. 

What is also unseen is that the dollars saved by American consumers when they freely 
buy "cheaper" foreign imports will be economic "votes" for other, more efficient American 
products. Thus, the money I save by virtue of cheaper steel products will be spent on a computer, 
a washing machine, getting my house painted, or in any number of other ways that will employ 
Americans. Imports do not eliminate net jobs, but rather divert jobs from industries at which 
Americans are relatively less efficient producers to industries at which we are more efficient. 

Nor, as Mr. Scott seems to fear, does free trade threaten to lower American standards of 
living. The high level of wages and standard of living we enjoy are due to the productivity of 
American labor, productivity that is higher here than in most of the world because of the amount 
of capital (tools, equipment) that has been invested in American businesses. 

Free trade with other non-Communist nations benefits all Americans. Import restrictions 
-- such as Mr. Scott seems to advocate -- hurt all Americans, with the exception of a very few, 
who benefit from the government intervention on their behalf. It is an immoral use of 
government power to benefit a few special interests at the expense of all. 

KEN S. EWERT 
Grove City, Pennsylvania 


While Otto Scott labors to disabuse conservatives of the notion that free trade is 
beneficial to a nation, he makes very selective use of facts and overlooks the benefits to industry 
that free trade brings. 

Mr. Scott states America will lose 75% of its farmers because of "the importation of 
cheaper agricultural products from other parts of the world," but is this the main reason we are 
losing so many farmers? Or could it be that our government's idiotic farm programs, price 
supports, and other subsidies have encouraged too many people to get (or stay) in the farming 
business, and to grow more than they knew was needed, since Uncle Sam would always buy the 
surplus -- or, better yet, pay them not to grow? 

Mr. Scott points out that Detroit has lost a world market to Japan, and in that case he is 
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partially correct. But has this really been so bad? Once a bloated industry in general, the 
domestic car industry is beginning a remarkable turnaround that is noted and applauded in 
several automotive journals. Awful "free trade" made Detroit care about quality in cars again, 
force unions to discard inflated wages and ridiculous work rules (somewhat), trim layers of 
useless management, and adopt more productive and efficient methods of manufacturing. Even 
executives in the domestic industry admit that changes were necessary. 

Free trade has been good (albeit painful) for Detroit, but even better for consumers, who 
benefit from improved quality in all cars as well as renewed interest in customer satisfaction 
from domestic automakers.... 

While few if any conservatives would advocate our present policy of trading away 
products of national or strategic interest even to avowed enemies, it never has served a nation in 
the long run to erect trade barriers around itself. Absence of competition through trade barriers 
encourages a non-caring attitude among manufacturers and, like many government policies, 
hinders the very people it attempts to help. By rewarding stagnation and inefficiency among 
producers, barriers to free trade come at our expense, as we have to put up with shoddy quality 
and pay more for it as well. 

TIM BRAGG 
Harrison, Tennessee 


In his book Economics in One Lesson, Henry Hazlitt wrote, "Economics, as we have 
now seen again and again, is a science of recognizing secondary consequences. It is also a 
science of seeing general consequences. It is the science of tracing the effects of some proposed 
or existing policy not only on some special interest in the short run, but on the general interest in 
the long run." (Emphasis in original.) 

With this in mind, Otto Scott's article, "A Myth is as Good as a Mile," came as quite a 
shock. It strikes me as odd that THE NEW AMERICAN would promote fallacious reasoning of 
this kind. Allowing Mr. Scott to pass off the classical position of laissez faire capitalists as a 
"liberal shibboleth" borders on being reprehensible. Free trade between free countries is to 
everyone's advantage. 

As Adam Smith said, "In every country it always is and must be the interest of the great 
body of the people to buy whatever they want of those who sell it cheapest." "The proposition is 
so very manifest that it seems ridiculous to take any pains to prove it; nor could it ever have been 
called in question, had not the interested sophistry of merchants and manufacturers confounded 
the common-sense of mankind." 

The problem that we are facing today, as the balance of the issue correctly points out, is 
not "an irrational belief in free trade," but rather, aid to and trade with the Communist countries. 
The culprit, as with virtually all of our problems, is our government, It will not be free trade, but 
rather the corrupting influence of an excessively large bureaucracy coupled with the Socialist 
mentality of many of our "leaders," that will take us down the road to the One World system that 
Mr. Scott mentioned. Along these lines, I was especially surprised to see Mr. Scott quoting 
Caspar Weinberger for corroborating testimony. It is Mr. Weinberger and his fellow Insiders 
who are promoting the immoral aid and trade that has played such a major role in creating a 
spastic economy in this country. 

The solution is simple: Stop the aid and trade, and get the government out of the market 
place. As the old cliché says, two wrongs don't make a right. The cause of the problem in the 
first place was government intervention. Compounding the problem with further intervention -- 
protectionist tariffs -- is not only logically and economically absurd, but is contrary to everything 
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that your magazine stands for. 
MARK CARROLL 
Rancho Cucamonga, California 


I was quite appalled by Otto Scott's severely flawed plea for protectionism and attack on 
free trade. Just a few of the more obvious problems with Scott's position include: 

* The claim, unquestioned by Scott, that voluntary international trade has something to do with 
one-world government. 

¢ The appeal for sanctioning trade barriers with the all-too-familiar totalitarian blank check of 
"protecting ourselves" through increasing government power. 

* Representative Bentley is quoted on the Pentagon's purchase of improper foreign fasteners for 
defense applications, although pandemic bureaucratic ineptitude has nothing to do with foreign 
manufacture or free trade. 

* Neither does the crippling of domestic business by OSHA or other regulatory agencies or the 
devastation of American energy and agriculture caused by decades of interventionist policies on 
the part of both the Departments of Energy and Agriculture. 

* Scott's acceptance of Britain's 19th Century "pre-eminence in world trade" based on the 
nation's "advantage in being the world's first industrialized power" as a given, without 
understanding that unprecedented economic freedom, which means unregulated commerce, 
made possible that Industrial Revolution. 

* Scott's claim that, by 1870, free trade had "completely devastated Britain's domestic 
agricultural sector" is easily demolished by numerous historians. 

* It is ludicrous to claim that the Fabians were really promoting free trade when they were 
pushing the British empire into socialism at home and abandonment of colonial possessions 
around the world. It was the success of this socialist strategy, resulting in regulated commerce in 
the face of competition, that cost British industries their foreign markets, not free trade. 

¢ Since free trade and /aissez faire only benefit consumers with higher quality and lower priced 
goods and services, while forcing competitors to work much harder for market success, Scott is 
actually advocating the granting of monopolistic privilege to inferior competition at the expense 
of penalizing all consumers, including Jon M. Sudwischer. 

* Scott completely overlooks the fact that American industries would have no problem 
competing with anyone -- were oppressive taxes, regulation and coercive monopolies on labor 
supply abolished. Needless to say, this is the "level playing field" Americanists should be 
advocating. Most astonishing is Scott's protectionist rationale on the model of a corporate state 
that "can only prosper by expanding their market." 
WILLIAM H. MCILHANY 
Newport Beach, California 


FRONT PAGE 
Confounded Convention 


Will the Bicentennial "Reformers"undo the work of the Founders? 


On May 25th, the Bicentennial observance of the convention that drafted the United 
States Constitution begins. Two hundred years ago on this date, a quorum of delegates convened 


in Philadelphia and opened what James Madison described simply as "the Federal Convention of 
1787." 
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That meeting, mandated by a resolution of Congress on February 21, 1787 "for the sole 
and express purpose of revising the Articles of Confederation," is now known to us as the 
Constitutional Convention. 

From May 25th through September 17th, the 55 delegates deliberated and debated behind 
closed doors. On the final day, 39 of the delegates signed their names to a new Constitution; and 
George Washington, who served as President of the Convention, forwarded the draft to the 
President of Congress with the wish "that it may promote the lasting welfare of that country so 
dear to us all, and secure her freedom and happiness...." 

As the delegates emerged from Independence Hall, the anxiety of the people was 
apparent. A resident of Philadelphia approached Benjamin Franklin: 

"Well Doctor," she asked, "What have we got, a republic or a monarchy?" 

"A republic," Franklin replied, "If you can keep it." 

From its inception, therefore, the elder statesman of the Convention that wrote the 
American Republic's "birth certificate" charged posterity with its preservation. Modern 
constitutional conservatives, dedicated to the concept of eternal vigilance as the price of 
freedom, take that responsibility seriously. 

Opportunity for Mischief 

The Bicentennial of the Constitution, like that of America's Independence in 1976, 
presents dangers to the institutions being honored. It is unfortunate, but nevertheless a fact, that 
historical and gala observances provide cover and diversion for groups of individuals intent on 
"reforming" American government. 

Preeminent among the constitutional reformers is the Committee on the Constitutional 
System, co-chaired by Senator Nancy Landon Kassebaum (R-KS), C. Douglas Dillon, and Lloyd 
N. Cutler. By its own account, "its purpose is to use the occasion of the bicentennial of the 
Constitution for a candid assessment of the performance of our governing institutions and to 
stimulate a nationwide debate about alternative structures and processes." 

Traditionally, it has been considered rather bad form to foster criticism of our hallowed 
institutions during periods of national celebration. Americans love patriotic observances. (Simply 
look at the enthusiasm for the Bicentennial of America's Independence in 1976 and the 
Centennial of the Statue of Liberty in 1986.) As much as we cherish freedom of expression and 
diversity of opinion, our national holidays and anniversaries are a unifying force promoting the 
recognition of our highest common ideals. 

The Committee on the Constitutional System is aware of this sentiment. In its proposal to 
create an "Outreach Program" (or "integrated course of action"), the CCS noted that "the various 
observances of the bicentennial ... will help to create a climate in which the Committee's ideas 
can gain attention and understanding." The CCS proposal was presented at its Annual Members 
Meeting in Washington on December 5, 1986. 

However, the CCS proposal warned: "Some risk is also apparent. The bicentennial 
celebration could encourage so positive a mood about the Constitution that any discussion of 
shortcomings or proposals for change would seem inappropriate and even be resisted." 

What proposals for change does the CCS have in mind? And how does the Committee 
hope to achieve them? 

A Bicentennial " Analysis" 

In its January, 1987 "Report and Recommendations," entitled A Bicentennial Analysis of 

the American Political Structure, the CCS notes: 
¢ "The system designed in 1787 has proven remarkably adaptable to the changing demands of a 
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growing nation." 

° "As ... the regulation of commercial and financial markets became too complex for a 
government of separated powers, a later generation of politicians invented the independent 
regulatory commission, combining rule-making, administrative and adjudicatory powers in a 
single government body." 

¢ "During the 1930's, new signs of strain began to appear. In response to the Great Depression, 
the government embarked on a vast set of programs to manage the growth of our modern 
industrial economy and provide a measure of social justice for those who suffered from its 
malfunctions." 

¢ "Thoughtful observers soon realized that the governmental structure was straining under this 
enormous additional load." 

Translated: The expanding role of government far beyond what the Founding Fathers 
intended has caused a growing conflict between what the Federal Government is actually doing 
and what the Constitution authorizes it to do. "Thoughtful observers" might logically conclude, 
therefore, that the answer to relieving the strain on the governmental structure would be to 
lighten the load: Remove the independent regulatory commissions, restore the separation of 
powers among the legislative, executive and judicial branches, dismantle the programs set up in 
the 1930s to manage the economy and provide social "justice." 

Not so, says the CCS. "If aspects of the system framed in 1787 prevent the national 
government from meeting its present responsibilities [emphasis added]," they conclude, "we 
must identify the outmoded features, separate them from the good and durable parts of the 
system and make the necessary modifications." 

"Emulating" the Founders 

Is the act of making "modifications" to our Constitution an appropriate proposal for this 
Bicentennial year? 

The CCS answers: "To do so is not to reject the great work of our forebears. It honors 
their spirit in the most sincere way: by seeking to emulate it." 

The "Remedies" contained in the CCS Report made by those who would "emulate" the 
Founding Fathers fall into several categories. 

The first group is designed to strengthen political parties, so as to increase the likelihood 
of the Executive and Legislative branches being in control of the same party, and in making it 
politically unfeasible for legislators to resist voting along the "party line." 

The second group of "remedies" would improve "collaboration" between the executive 
and legislative branches: by having the election terms of the two branches coincide, by 
permitting members of congress to serve in the cabinet, and by relaxing the requirements for 
treaty ratification. (To appreciate the great significance of this last item, it is helpful to recall 
that, according to Article VI of the Constitution, treaties are "the supreme law of the land.") 

The complete package of CCS proposals is presented in two book-length works: 
Reforming American Government (reviewed in the October 28, 1985 issue of THE NEW 
AMERICAN) and Constitutional Reform and Effective Government (reviewed in this issue, 
page 38). 

These "insider" books are significant because they document the effects the CCS 
proposals would have on our traditional structure of government, the hopes CCS proponents 
have to implement them, and the danger signs for which constitutional conservatives should be 
alert. 

The constitutional reformers are quite plain about their goals. C. Douglas Dillon, co-chair 
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of the CCS and cabinet member in two administrations, speculates "whether we can continue to 
afford the luxury of the separation of powers in Washington between the executive and 
legislative branches of our government." His alternative? "The answer could well be some form 
of parliamentary democracy." 

Obviously, such wholesale change in our governmental structure would require a 
complete overhaul of our Constitution. "Major surgery" is how CCS founder Charles Hardin 
terms it. 

Question of Implementation 

Such change would require not one, but a package of anywhere from five to nine 
constitutional amendments. However, because the Constitution has been amended only 16 times 
since the Bill of Rights was approved in 1791, the objective seems unattainable. Are the 
reformers unrealistic, or do they have an ace up their sleeves? 

In an essay entitled "What Constitutional Changes do Americans Want?" (reprinted by 
the CCS), professor Austin Ranney cited the proposal to require a balanced federal budget as one 
of the few proposed amendments for which there was popular support. But nowhere do the CCS 
reformers propose an amendment for a balanced budget. It is not on their agenda. 

As for implementing their own proposed package, the official statement for public 
consumption is: "The Committee on the Constitutional System strongly favors the traditional 
congressional method for proposing constitutional amendments." Looking further, however, we 
find statements such as CCS co-chair Lloyd Cutler's: "And if the pending call for a constitutional 
convention to propose a balance the budget' amendment is joined by the two additional states 
needed to provide the triggering two-thirds -- an outcome we do not favor -- our committee may 
be ready with some better ideas." 

Almost the same thought is echoed by CCS director James Sundquist in his book 
Constitutional Reform and Effective Government: "Should the balanced budget movement 
succeed in compelling a convention ... critics of the governmental structure would have an 
opportunity to advance any proposals that ... would not be likely to be initiated by the legislators 
in the normal manner." 

Prospects for a Convention 

What are the prospects of a constitutional convention being called? 

The Constitution mandates that the Congress, "on the application of the Legislatures of 
two-thirds of the several States, shall call a convention for proposing amendments ...." Presently, 
32 of the constitutionally mandated 34 (two-thirds) of the state legislatures have applied to 
Congress to call a convention to draft a balanced budget amendment. Proposals either to apply or 
to rescind previous applications are pending in various stages of several state legislatures. 

The pattern of support for and opposition to a constitutional convention "for the purpose 
of proposing a balanced budget amendment" has defied all usual political and ideological 
alliances. 

The initial thrust behind the convention call came from economically conservative 
"taxpayers" groups, such as the National Tax Limitation Committee and the National Taxpayers 
Union. These groups considered only the fiscal implications of the balanced budget amendment 
per se, ignoring the greater constitutional crisis that would result by putting the unprecedented 
convention mechanism into motion. Other conservatives (such as members of The John Birch 
Society, Eagle Forum, and Conservative Caucus), more cognizant of the dangers inherent in a 
constitutional convention, have resisted vigorously. Many of the liberal organizations (such as 
the AFL-CIO, NOW, and Norman Lear's PAW) have also opposed the constitutional convention 
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amendment process, apparently because of their opposition to a balanced-budget amendment. 

Least conspicuous of all are the elitist-oriented "non-profit study groups," such as the 
CCS and Project '87, which are largely directed by former high-ranking governmental officials 
and political scientists from prestigious universities and think tanks, and which are funded 
heavily by the large, establishment foundations such as Rockefeller, Ford, Mellon, and Hewlett. 

As we already noted, officially these "reformers" oppose the constitutional convention -- 
they exist only to conduct studies, host bicentennial observances, and other innocuous activities. 
But the amount of time, effort, and money they have spent in preparing a package of proposed 
constitutional amendments which could not be ratified in a hundred years by any method other 
than a convention, belies their intentions. 

Dangers of a Convention 

How would a constitutional convention proceed? 

First of all, even professors of law and constitutional experts do not agree among 
themselves. Our law is based largely upon precedent and current judicial interpretation. There 
simply is no precedent for a convention, except the Convention of 1787. Even that gathering, 
consisting of the greatest group of statesmen and patriots ever assembled in our history, 
technically exceeded the mandate for which it was called, i.e., "for the sole and express purpose 
of revising the Articles of Confederation." 

Although the results were a collective act of genius and fortunate for our nation, James 
Madison commented that "having witnessed the difficulties and dangers experienced by the first 
Convention, which assembled under every propitious circumstance, I would tremble for the 
result of a Second." 

One thing is certain: If two-thirds (34) of the states call for a convention, we will have 
one. In Federalist Paper Number 85, James Madison wrote: "By the fifth article of the plan, the 
Congress will be obliged '... to call a convention for proposing amendments which shall be valid, 
to all intents and purposes, as part of the Constitution, when ratified by the legislatures of three 
fourths of the states, or by conventions in three fourths therof.' The words of this article are 
peremptory. The Congress ‘shall call a convention.' Nothing in this particular is left to the 
discretion of that body." [emphasis in original. ] 

They're Playing "Chicken" 

In an interview in The Review Of The News for March 3, 1982, James Davidson, the 
founder of the National Taxpayers Union, proposed using the threat of a convention to force 
Congress to pass a balanced budget amendment. Davidson cited the movement to pass the 17th 
Amendment (direct election of U.S. Senators): 

Only when the states had come within one state of convening a Constitutional 

Convention on this issue did the Senators look around and realize that they had 

lost. There was no way they could gain in a Constitutional Convention because 

the Convention would draw the same Amendment and thereby make them seem 

obstructionist. They passed the Amendment .... That is why it is now wise to press 

for a Constitutional Convention to balance the Budget. Under such pressure, 

Congress would approve the Amendment. 

Teenagers with hot rods used to play a similar game. They would drive head-on at top 
speed, each hoping the other would turn away at the last moment. It was called "chicken." 

Suppose while we are waiting for Congress to comply with Davidson's wish, a 
thirty-fourth state calls for a convention? Madison has given us the answer -- a convention must 
be called. 
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The next matter of concern is, can the convention be limited to a balanced budget 
amendment, or is it free to propose other amendments -- those planned by the CCS, for example? 

Again, no one can say with absolute certainty, since the matter is unprecedented. In 1969, 
when all but two of the required number of states had called for a constitutional convention to 
deal with reapportionment, Professor Charles Black of the Yale Law School opined that such a 
convention could "change the presidency to a committee of three, hobble the treaty power, repeal 
the fourth amendment, make Catholics ineligible for office, and move the national capital to 
Topeka." 

When Phyllis Schlafly of Eagle Forum expressed similar concerns, Lewis K. Uhler, 
President of the National Tax Limitation Committee, pooh-poohed her fears. "This is a 
conspiratorial mentality taken to just absurd extreme," claimed Uhler. "How she thinks that 38 
state legislatures would then ratify major surgery on the U.S. Constitution is a mystery to me. 
She's gone loony as far as I'm concerned." 

Perhaps Mr. Uhler thinks CCS Director James Sundquist has also gone loony. In his 
comments about "Variations in the Amendment Process," Sundquist recommends "the option of 
state ratification by unicameral conventions rather than by bicameral legislatures, which would -- 
in theory, at least -- somewhat reduce the odds against approval of any proposition by 
three-fourths of the states. On the one occasion that method was used -- the Twenty-first 
Amendment repealing Prohibition -- it was resoundingly successful. Ratification was completed 
in barely nine months ...." 

Sundquist concluded that "all of the seemingly insurmountable obstacles to constitutional 
change could be overcome, of course, if the government were indeed to fail ...." 

To understand what someone of Sundquist's parliamentary-minded mentality means by 
the government "failing," it can mean a simple loss of confidence in the chief executive to the 
point of compromising his ability to lead, such as occurred during the last stages of the 
Watergate crisis. With the spectre of the Iran-Contra arms-sale controversy hanging over our 
government, and with the plans of the CCS "reformers" already in print, do we dare risk the 
consequences of a major constitutional crisis by deliberately venturing into uncharted legal 
waters? 

Conservatives who want a balanced budget can accomplish their goal by monitoring the 
votes of Congress and voting the big spenders out of office. There is no need to play "chicken" 
with our Constitution. 

-- WARREN P. MASS 


BETWEEN THE LINES 


The Real Izzie Stone 

ITEM: At the bottom of an article entitled "Nixon, Kissinger and a Super-Chernobyl," 
the May Ist New York Times identified the author of the Op-Ed piece, I. F. Stone, as "a veteran 
Washington correspondent." 

BETWEEN THE LINES: Calling I. F. Stone a veteran Washington correspondent is 
like calling Ronald Reagan a former movie actor. Neither description tells the whole story. For 
Izzie Stone has been defending Communists and their causes for most of his adult life -- through 
lectures, books, and a four-page newsletter he published from 1953 to 1971. In fact, Stone's 
service to the enemies of America has been so consistent over the years that, in 1956, the Senate 
Internal Security Subcommittee included his name on its list of the 82 most active and typical 
sponsors of Communist-front organizations. 

A Pro-Communist Connection 
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ITEM: A story in the April 20th Boston Globe reported that the Community Church of 
Boston had given "its annual Sacco-Vanzetti Memorial Award to a 96-year-old Rose Valley, Pa., 
woman who ran an international women's peace group for 42 years." The woman, Mildred Scott 
Olmsted, was executive director of the Women's International League for Peace and Freedom. 
The award was named after two Italian radicals who were executed in 1927 for killing a 
paymaster and guard during a payroll robbery in 1920. "In 1977, however, "said the Globe, 
"Gov. Michael S. Dukakis issued a proclamation saying any stigma and disgrace should be 
removed from the men's names" because trial officials "showed prejudice toward foreigners in 
their rulings." 

BETWEEN THE LINES: The Associated Press left out some relevant information in its 
story about Mildred Scott Olmsted. For instance, the Women's International League for Peace 
and Freedom has been described by the State Department as a "Well-known international front" 
for the Soviet Union and its interests. That the executive director of this front for more than four 
decades should get an award named after Sacco and Vanzetti was appropriate, however, since the 
execution of those two revolutionaries has long been a cause célébre for the Left. 

For the truth, see Francis Russell's 1986 book, Sacco and Vanzetti: The Case Resolved. 
Russell presents convincing proof of Sacco's guilt -- ballistics tests showed that Sacco's gun fired 
the bullet that killed the guard -- but concludes that Vanzetti was innocent. He adds, however, 
that the anarchist committee handling Vanzetti's defense refused to sever his case from Sacco's 
because to do so would "ruin the cause." 

Don't Believe the Headlines 

ITEM: The following headline appeared in the April 19th New York Times: 
"Vietnamese, in Election Today, Have a Choice for the First Time." 

BETWEEN THE LINES: If you read only headlines, you would get the impression that 
the Vietnamese people were going to have a choice between a Communist candidate and a 
non-Communist candidate, right? But you would be wrong. If you bothered to read as far as the 
fourth paragraph of the story, you would learn that "Vietnam is a single-party state... and all 
candidates are required to accept the Communist ideology." Some choice! 

The Devious Richard Nixon 

ITEM: Jn the May 4th issue of Time, there is a review of Stephen Ambrose's new book, 
Nixon: The Education of a Politician 1913-1962. The reviewer said that Nixon's "Red-scare 
tactics benefited immensely from the awful example of Senator Joseph McCarthy: 'McCarthy's 
charges were so extreme, his inability to back them up so obvious, that he made Nixon look like a 
scholar and statesman in comparison."" 

BETWEEN THE LINES: Apart from the fact that McCarthy's charges were neither 
extreme nor lacking in documentation (see the May 11, 1987 issue of this magazine), there is 
also the matter of Nixon's frequent backstabbing of McCarthy in private while allying himself 
with the popular Senator in public. One notable example of Nixon's two-faced attitude occurred 
in the summer of 1953 when the newly hired staff director of the McCarthy Committee, J. B. 
Matthews, came under fire for pointing out the Communist-front connections of a small minority 
of Protestant clergymen. 

A group of Eisenhower aides, trying to make McCarthy look bad, urged the National 
Conference of Christians and Jews in New York to send President Eisenhower a telegram asking 
him to denounce "the sweeping attack on the loyalty of Protestant churchmen." The White House 
group then drafted Eisenhower's reply to the telegram before it even arrived at the White House. 

While anti-McCarthyites were hurrying to get Eisenhower's signature on the message so 
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it could be released to the press, they got word that McCarthy was on his way to the Capitol to 

announce the resignation of Matthews. The group called Nixon at the Senate Office Building and 

told him to stall McCarthy, so Nixon kept McCarthy engaged in conversation until the "all clear" 

came from the White House that Eisenhower's statement had been given to the media. 
Communists for Justice and Peace? 

ITEM: /n a report on the demonstration in Washington against the Reagan 
Administration's policies in Central America and South Africa, the April 26th Boston Globe said 
that "the protest, billed as the National Mobilization for Justice and Peace, included advocates 
for unions, veterans, women's rights, the environment, lesbian and gay rights, senior citizens, 
and many others." 

BETWEEN THE LINES: Among the "many others" in the April 25-27 protests, but 
who were not mentioned in the Globe article, were the Communist Party, U.S.A.; the U.S. Peace 
Council, a front group controlled by the Soviet Union; the Women's International League for 
Peace and Freedom, another front for the Soviet Union; the National Lawyers Guild, which the 
House Committee on Un-American Activities described in 1950 as "the foremost legal bulwark 
of the Communist Party, its front organizations and controlled unions"; and the Committee in 
Solidarity with the People of El Salvador, a creation of the Communist Party, U.S.A., and Farid 
Handal, brother of the head of the Salvadoran Communist Party. 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


WASHINGTON Capitol 
Update: Minimum Wage 


In the name of "fairness" and "compassion," Congress is about to enact legislation that 
will push hundreds of thousands of workers out of work. For the seventh time since it was first 
enacted in 1938, Congress could again pass legislation to increase the minimum wage. 

Enacted as part of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (Public Law 75-718), the 
minimum wage has increased from the original 25 cents to $3.35 in 1981, where it remains 
today. Of the many bills that would raise the minimum wage, only two really matter: S 837 
introduced by Senator Edward Kennedy (D-MA) and HR 1834 sponsored by Representative 
Augustus Hawkins (D-CA). Kennedy chairs the Senate Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources; Hawkins is the chairman of the House Committee on Education and Labor. Since the 
minimum wage issue is under the jurisdiction of both committees, we can rest assured that the 
Kennedy and Augustus bills will be the only measures to reach the floor of their respective 
chambers for the final votes. 

According to reports, the bills would increase the minimum wage from the present $3.35 
to $3.85 in 1988, $4.25 in 1989, and $4.65 in 1990, after which the minimum wage would be 
adjusted yearly and would always be no less than half of the average national wage. The 
Chamber of Commerce has criticized the pending bills, declaring that passage would mean the 
loss of 300,000 jobs. The Minimum Wage Study Commission created by Congress reported in 
1981 that every increase in the minimum wage would be accompanied by an increase in 
unemployment among youth. 

Two aspects we must remember about the minimum wage: First, if the skills of an 
individual are not worth the mandated minimum wage, it is clearly an economic sacrifice for an 
employer to hire such a person. Thus, the person has been priced out of the labor market. 
Second, the federally mandated minimum wage is unconstitutional. The Constitution in no way 
gives the federal government the authority to regulate wages agreed upon by employers and 
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employees. 

In the Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources, likely opponents of S 873 will 
be Senators Thad Cochran (R-MS), Orrin Hatch (R-UT), Gordon Humphrey (R-NH), Dan 
Quayle (R-IN), and Strom Thurmond (R-SC). In the House Committee on Education and Labor, 
opposition will be led by Representatives Dick Armey (R-TX), Steve Bartlett (R-TX), and Tom 
Tauke (R-IA). 

A 23-page packet containing assorted articles on the history and effects of the minimum 
wage is available for $2.00 per packet, plus $1.00 postage and handling per order, from: Birch 
Research Inc., 395 Concord Ave., Belmont, MA. Please make all checks payable to: Birch 
Research Inc. 

Aid to Red Africa 

In April 1980, as a response to the worsening economic hardships facing the socialist and 
Communist regimes in southern Africa due to world boycotts against South Africa, the Southern 
African Development Coordination Conference (SADCC) was formed ostensibly to make its 
nine members less dependent on the South Africa economy. (For additional information on 
SADCC, see "African Policy Unraveled," page 23.) 

SADCC channels foreign aid from the West to southern African regimes that have lost 
income as a result of the West's boycott of South Africa. The West has been overly generous: In 
1986 the European Economic Community gave or pledged $40 million; Netherlands, $250 
million; Sweden, $123 million; Finland, $8 million; Canada, $500 million over five years; and 
there were others. 

Since 1980 the United States has sent close to $1.2 billion in foreign aid to the region. 
Among the nine members of the SADCC, Angola and Mozambique are avowed Marxist-Leninist 
regimes in alliance with Moscow's puppet Cuba. Zambia, Zimbabwe and Tanzania are openly 
socialistic regimes sympathetic to the Soviet Union and to the Communist party-backed African 
National Congress (ANC). At the last conference of SADCC members held this past February in 
Gabarone, Botswana a high level representative of the ANC was present. 

At the Gabarone conference, M. Peter McPherson, director of the Agency for 
International Development (AID), stated that the United States would "undertake a new initiative 
in southern Africa -- one which would build upon our current program of approximately 
$175-200 million annually to ... SADCC and member countries." The Reagan administration has 
already pledged $36 million to the SADCC this fiscal year and $57 million in fiscal 1988, this in 
addition to $175 million already going to the organization. Bills introduced by Representative 
William Gray (D-PA) and Senator Edward Kennedy (D-MA) -- and S 475 -- would increase U.S. 
funding to the SADCC by $100 million for the remainder of fiscal 1987 and some $700 million 
over the next five years. 

More pressing than the above measures are two bills that would increase funds to 
SADCC by $100 million during the next eight months, Senator Kennedy's S 474 and HR 967, 
introduced by Representative Julian Dixon (D-IL). On March 12th, the House Foreign Affairs 
Subcommittee on Africa approved a $50 million increase in fiscal 1987 appropriations for the 
SADCC. Nine days after the House panel's decision, the southern African branch of the Socialist 
International -- meeting in Lusaka, Zambia with governing political parties of the region, the 
Moscow-backed ANC and South-West Africa People's Organization (SWAPO) -- agreed to 
increase their support for the latter two groups. In addition, it called for increased international 
assistance to the SADCC. 

Every Representative and Senator should be contacted and convinced to vote against 
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these socialist measures. The United States should not be in the business of bailing out bankrupt 
socialist nations, especially Marxist ones. 
-- EVANS-RAYMOND PIERRE 


WASHINGTON 
Walloping SDI 


Senator Wallop wants to reclaim High Frontier 


When President Jimmy Carter sought reelection in 1980, one of the charges aimed at him 
by challenger Ronald Reagan was that America's defenses had gone soft. That issue -- together 
with a sluggish economy, the Iran hostage crisis, the Panama Canal giveaway, and other 
problems -- haunted the Carter Presidency and helped Ronald Reagan to sweep into office. 

Now, six years after Mr. Reagan moved into the White House, one of his staunchest 
supporters has issued a stinging rebuke of the Reagan Administration's defense record. In a 
March 23rd speech to the High Frontier organization, Wyoming Senator Malcolm Wallop 
angrily pointed to the administration's refusal to build any kind of missile defense system. He 
claimed that its "answer to the question, Shall America be defended? is No! Not on our watch." 
Wallop explained: "In fact, officials of this Department of Defense and this White House have 
been giving us precisely this discouraging message even more energetically than did officials of 
Mr. Carter's Defense Department and White House." 

SDI a Research Program 

Exactly four years before the Wyoming Republican's speech, President Reagan 
introduced his Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). Widely attacked by Reagan's opponents and 
peaceniks, and widely applauded by the President's supporters, SDI was supposed to provide 
anti-missile protection for the American people. But Wallop insisted that SDI was never more 
than "a research program into what might be done a generation from now," and that it is actually 
"a call for Americans to do nothing to protect themselves against any of the Soviet missiles that 
exist today." 

Pointing to "on-the-shelf" technology and equipment that could have been used to build 
an anti-missile defense system as long as two decades ago, the Senator took pains to recall that, 
in 1981 and 1982, Congress "voted overwhelmingly ... to require the Secretary of Defense, this 
Secretary of Defense, not simply to research, but to actually build and place in orbit a 
space-based laser weapon capable of destroying Soviet ballistic missiles." To show how firmly 
opposed the Administration is to its Congressional mandate, Wallop quoted from a letter written 
by Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger that appeared in Time magazine on March 2, 1987: 
"In fact I specifically ruled out the use of 'off-the-shelf technology,' saying 'we did not have 
anything on the shelf.' I have said repeatedly we would not build any system that is designed for, 
or limited to, point defense ...." 

Senator Wallop strenuously disagreed with Weinberger and listed several weapons "on 
the shelf" that could "destroy any missile ever built .... We could be deploying such weapons 
now. But we are not." He accused the Reagan Administration of "pretending to be boldly 
focused" on strategic defense; claimed that with SDI, "anti-missile defense was hijacked by the 
Reagan Administration's incompetent and unfaithful crew"; and charged the administration with 
preferring "to spend money on versions of weapons it cannot have rather than on the versions it 
can have." 

The Senator called for deployment of some anti-missile system "now," rather than 
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continuing to study the matter to death. And he accused "the President and his chief appointees" 
of "subterfuge" in their continued deference to the immobilizing ABM Treaty. 

The Senator said nothing about United States aid to the Soviets, or about the possibility 
that Soviet missile prowess is largely a myth. He intended nothing more than to issue a warning 
to Americans that we are subject to Soviet blackmail or to Soviet attack because we cannot 
defend ourselves. For that, we owe Malcolm Wallop our deep appreciation. Now, maybe 
something will be done to correct this situation. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


The remains of servicemen lost in Vietnam may have been misidentified 


For more than 100 years America has observed Memorial Day every May in honor of the 
nation's soldiers, sailors, and airmen killed in Wartime. But over the past several years a dark 
cloud has obscured what in times past has been a typically uncontroversial American holiday. 
For some, especially the relatives of Americans lost during the Vietnam War whose remains 
have been sent home since the end of the war in 1975, Memorial Day has been haunted by the 
fear that the remains in the grave may not be their loved one's after all. 

The possibility that the repatriated remains of Americans killed during the Vietnam War 
may have been misidentified by the U.S. Army's Central Identification Laboratory (CIL) in 
Hawaii came to the public's attention early last year When several MIA family members became 
suspicious of the CIL's identification of their relatives' remains. At issue were remains recovered 
during a February 1985 excavation of the crash site of an American AC-130A aircraft shot down 
over Pakse, Laos on December 21, 1972. 

According to the Army, the crash site yielded 13 sets of remains, which were identified 
as those of the Crew members who had been listed as missing in action. But Ann Hart, wife of 
Pakse crash victim Lieutenant Colonel Thomas T. Hart III, doubted the findings when she 
learned that her husband had been identified from seven small bone fragments, the longest of 
which was five inches. Mrs. Hart contacted Michael Charney, director of the Center of Human 
Identification at Colorado State University, for help. 

After examining the alleged remains of Lt. Col. Hart, Dr. Charney concluded that the 
identification was "an intentional deception." He observed: "The entire report ... is loaded with a 
brave attitude of exactness of traits as to sex, race, age, height. This cannot be supported by the 
evidence from the fragments. Such sureness of results can only be meant to impress the 
uninitiated, the person not familiar with forensic anthropology." Under pressure, CIL rescinded 
its identification of Lt. Col. Hart. 

Ultimately, Dr. Charney examined 19 cases handled by the Army's Central Identification 
Laboratory, of which only two, in his opinion, could be reliably identified. The CIL "has shown 
itself to be shoddy in its workmanship and quality [sic] of lying outrageously," Charney told a 
House hearing September 10, 1986. "The evidence is overwhelming." Yet the Army has 
consistently refused to rescind any of the other Pakse identifications. 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


Tragic as the misidentification of remains may be, the problem goes even deeper. "There 
is a great deal of speculation and controversy for the last 13 years over the possibility, some say 
probability of men being left alive behind in Southeast Asia," Mrs. Hart noted during last fall's 
hearings by the House Subcommittee on Investigations. 

Mrs. Hart believes that her husband survived the crash and may still be alive. According 
to intelligence reports based on the testimony of a former Pathet Lao officer, five parachutes 
were found near the Pakse crash site. No entire bodies were recovered by the Pathet Lao. But the 
partial remains that were found (estimated by the Pathet Lao to represent five or six bodies) were 
buried at the crash site. Furthermore, another report dated July 1973 described a photograph 
taken near the crash site showing the letters "TH" stamped in the elephant grass. The report 
concluded that "the letters could indicate a person's initials. This was thought to be Capt. [sic] 
Hart." Unfortunately, this is not the only case in which the remains of an American serviceman 
believed or known to have been captured have returned from Indochina. 

Note, for example, the case of Navy Lieutenant Ronald Dodge, shot down on May 17, 
1967 over North Vietnam, and subsequently captured by the Communist Vietnamese. A 
photograph of Dodge being escorted through an unknown village by North Vietnamese guards 
was published in a 1967 issue of the French magazine Paris Match. At the conclusion of 
Operation Homecoming in 1973, Dodge remained unaccounted for. Then, in July 1981, the 
remains of Dodge and several other Americans were handed over to the United States. Dodge, 
apparently, had died in captivity; but when and how he died remained unanswered. 

There is no doubt regarding the identity of the remains of Lt. Ronald Dodge. But in the 
case of Lt. Col. Hart, and others whose remains have been misidentified and for whom there is 
evidence of capture, the lingering doubt that he may still be alive continues to plague his family. 
Still, no one is asking the question of how these men died or when -- before 1973 or after 
Operation Homecoming, when all American POWs were allegedly released. 

The controversy over the Army's Central Identification Laboratory continues, despite 
efforts by the Pentagon to improve the situation. Last October, a team of forensic experts, who 
had inspected the lab in December 1985 and found grave problems with its operations, revisited 
CIL. The team found some improvements over their previous visit, but reported that much 
remains to be done. In January, the Army promised to comply with the majority of the team's 
recommendations. Only time will tell. 

-- KIRK KIDWELL 


WORLD Who Is 


Archterrorist Abu Nidal? 


Abu Nidal -- the man whose very name is a synonym for terrorism and who boasts that 
he can order an operation anywhere he wishes and it will be carried out -- has put a price on the 
head of Major General John K. Singlaub. Since Abu Nidal is without a doubt the most ruthless 
terrorist in the world, neither his seriousness nor his ability to carry out his threat should be taken 
lightly. 

The words, Abu Nidal, mean Father of the Struggle. They are not only the nom de guerre 
of a man, they are the name of his group and will be a subject of fear long after the man, who has 
carried out over a hundred terrorist attacks on three continents (Africa, Europe, and Asia), is 
gone. He reportedly has been seen in Cyprus, Damascus, and Tripoli, but no one can be sure, for 
few know how he looks. Old photographs of him exist, but he is said to have had six facial 
operations. 
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He is as wily as he is ruthless. His nerves are constantly on edge from living the life of a 
hunter who is also hunted, and he is said to smoke four packages of cigarettes a day. Yossi 
Melman, the Israeli writer who has spent years amassing information on him, claims that he has 
had at least three heart operations, but the world can take no comfort from reports on his health. 
After he is gone, he will become a legend and a new generation of Palestinian terrorists will try 
to out-do their hero. 

Constantly on the move and cautious to the point of paranoia, he never speaks on the 
telephone for fear it might be traced or that a remotely-controlled explosive device might be used 
to liquidate him. Even among his friends, he refuses to drink anything served by others. His wife 
and children -- two daughters and a son -- live in Baghdad, but Abu Jihad, Yassir Arafat's top 
military adviser, once said of him: "He even suspects his wife of working for CIA." 

There is no proof that he has ever killed anyone personally. He does not even carry a gun. 
But his reputation for cruelty and viciousness put him head and shoulders above any other 
terrorist in the world. After a dispute with one of his relatives in 1985 he ordered a hit team to 
booby-trap the cooking-gas cannister in his nephew's Jordanian home. The nephew's Czech wife 
and two children died in the explosion, and Abu Nidal was satisfied that justice was done. 

Those familiar with his methods believe he could have killed General Singlaub any time 
he wished. His top agents are planted in every nation in Western Europe with teams, usually 
made up of students, waiting to carry out attacks on order, and his penetration of New York, 
Washington and other American cities was completed long ago. That he has not carried out his 
sentence against General Singlaub, all Nidal-watchers agree, is because he is not yet ready to let 
America know how deeply he has penetrated their country. Better to lull America into a feeling 
of false security than to ruin everything for a single man whom he can pick off whenever he 
wishes. 

Abu Nidal was born Sabri al-Banna, in May 1937, in Jaffa, of a Palestinian father and 
Syrian mother. Yossi Melman, in his book, The Master Terrorist: The True Story Behind Abu 
Nidal (compiled with the assistance of Mossad, the Israeli secret service), states that Sabri's 
wealthy father owned over 6,000 acres of orchards bordering the Gaza strip, all of which was 
confiscated by Israel in 1948. According to Melman, "from unlimited wealth he [Sabri] was 
forced into abject poverty; from large houses and rooms filled with toys, he had to adjust to a 
tent; instead of having servants, he had to watch his mother and brothers make their way to the 
United Nations Relief and Welfare Agency offices to receive their weekly allowance of oil, rice 
and potatoes." 

Sometime in the early 60s, Sabri joined the main Palestine Liberation Organization 
(PLO), Fatah. The turning point in his life came in 1970, when he was sent to Iraq to help 
consolidate Yassir Arafat's Fatah movement. 

Sabri-al-Banna ceased to exist, and Abu Nidal the terrorist was born. He was sent to 
North Korea and Red China for training, and it was in those countries that he received his 
education in guerrilla tactics and explosives. When he returned, he found he had outpaced his 
master -- Yassir Arafat was too moderate for him, and sometime before the Yom Kippur war of 
1973 he began planning operations without the authorization of Arafat. 

The first independent action Nidal carried out on his own was the occupation of the Saudi 
Arabian embassy in Paris on September 5, 1973. When his five gunmen seized 11 hostages and 
were flown out of the country, he proved that the Western powers could be humiliated with 
impunity. Since then, he has made 11 nations his targets: the United States, Israel, Jordan, 
Kuwait, the United Arab Emirates (UAE), Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Britain, Austria, Italy, and 
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France. In all, 18 nations have suffered the humiliation of having him carry out killings on their 
soil. 

Libya's Muammar Qaddafi was impressed by his recruiting methods and his forming of 
small cells, with infiltration and betrayal of the entire network impossible as long as cell 
members know only those in their own group. Qaddafi saw Nidal's establishment of a "resident" 
agent in each country as a means of building up monster networks for himself, and took Nidal off 
Syria's hands at a salary of a million dollars a month. 

The only way of leaving the Nidal organization is through death, and how many Arab 
students in America have accepted this rule with blind dedication is anybody's guess. One of 
Nidal's men in the attack on the Israeli ambassador in London on June 3, 1982, was a rug 
merchant. The mission's leader was a former Jordanian Air Force major. No one knows from 
where the next terrorist attack will come. 

-- HILAIRE DU BERRIER 


WORLD 
African Policy Unraveled 


In 1975, Portugal's overseas African provinces in Angola and Mozambique were granted 
independence. Each immediately, and predictably, fell into Communist hands; and each has 
suffered a sharp decline both in standard of living and personal liberty. What happened was 
simply a repeat of what had already occurred in scores of newly emerging African states: 
Independence quickly followed by socialism, confiscation or destruction of the productive 
sector, one-party rule, and suppression of any opposition. 

While Angola and Mozambique failed to break the pattern that has unfolded throughout 
Africa over the past 30 years, the two nations are unique in that sizable pro-Western rebel groups 
operate within their borders. Mozambique's RENAMO and Angola's UNITA control large 
chunks of their respective nations and pose decided threats to their Red regimes. With the right 
kind of outside help, each could readily succeed. 

Dependent On South Africa 

Despite their strong antipathy for the government of South Africa, many of the 
black-ruled nations on or near its borders depend on South Africa for export and import trade 
routes, as well as for electricity, jobs and even food. In 1980, the nations of Mozambique, 
Angola, Swaziland, Lesotho, Botswana, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Malawi and Tanzania formed the 
Southern African Development Coordination Conference (SADCC) for the purpose of reducing 
their combined dependence on the hated, white-led Pretoria regime. As expected, SADCC 
immediately appealed to the West for aid. 

The Reagan Administration, fresh from supplying $15 million in military assistance to 
Angola's UNITA in 1986, announced plans in March to increase already existing SADCC aid to 
$670 million over the next five years. Only two weeks later, a deficit-conscious subcommittee of 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee rejected the proposed increases. Nevertheless, SADCC 
will still receive at least $50 million per year from the United States. 

This aid from the United States -- along with substantial additional funding from Canada, 
Sweden, West Germany and the Netherlands -- is earmarked for rebuilding a railroad linking 
Zaire and Zambia to the Angolan port of Benguela. The railroad passes through UNITA-held 
territory, but UNITA leader Jonas Savimbi has agreed to allow the project to be concluded as 
long as the Angolan government does not use the railroad for military shipments. Thus, the 
Reagan Administration -- barred by law from supplying aid directly to Communist-held Angola 
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-- will provide assistance through SADCC. 
Heavy Soviet Presence 

While the Reagan Administration indirectly helps Angola's Communist regime, an 
administration official announced on April 16th that Soviet military aid to the same regime 
topped $1 billion in 1986 -- roughly a 50 percent increase over 1985. 

The buildup will assist the Red government to prepare for UNITA's expected spring 
offensive. Hundreds of planes have already been transporting some of the 140,000 government 
and 33,000 Cuban troops to bases near UNITA-held territory. UNITA has about 63,000 troops, 
but also has the support of the people. 

Some of Angola's Cuban troops guard the American-operated Gulf-Chevron oil fields in 
Northeast Angola. These continuously producing wells account for a huge portion of the 
Communist government's revenues. 

If all of this seems confusing, it is not our fault. To make it understandable, realize that it 
is U.S. government policy to project the image of anti-Communism (hence some aid to UNITA), 
but it is even more our nation's goal to assist the enemies of South Africa and to supply aid to 
Communist and socialist regimes wherever they might exist. A policy change is long overdue. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


Diplomat or Propagandist? 

ITEM: 4 caption under a photograph in the April 19th Boston Globe read as follows: 
"SOVIET POINT OF VIEW -- Igor M. Volkov, a diplomat assigned to the Soviet Mission to the 
United Nations, talks with Noah Tratt, a Barnstable High School student. Three Soviet diplomats 
met with 400 Cape and Islands students Thursday at Nantucket High School." 

CORRECTION: The Soviet Union does not send diplomats to staff its mission to the 
United Nations; it sends highly trained intelligence agents, some of whom are skilled 
propagandists who relish the opportunity to misinform American high-school students about the 
true nature of the evil conspiracy that is bent on subjugating every country in the world, 
including the United States. 

Wright Defends Gorbachev 

ITEM: During an interview on the NBC program Meet the Press on April 19th, Speaker 
of the House Jim Wright (D-TX) was asked if Kremlin boss Mikhail Gorbachev had really told a 
group of U.S. lawmakers that the United States could solve its racial problems by creating 
separate states for blacks and other minorities. Wright, who had met with Gorbachev in Moscow 
two days earlier, replied: "No, no, no, he didn't say anything like that. He's got more sense than 
that. After all, he's not foolish. He was talking in terms of what they are trying to do to create 
more integrity for their ethnic minorities in their country." 

CORRECTION: Mr. Wright's attempt to cover up for Gorbachev has been undone by 
his own House colleagues who were present at the meeting. According to Representatives 
Mickey Leland (D-TX), Les Aspin (D-WI), Norman Dicks (D-WA), and Steny Hoyer (D-MD), 
the Soviet dictator did call for separate homelands for minorities in the United States. In fact, 
Leland, who is black, said that he found Gorbachev's remarks "somewhat offensive." 
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Gorbachev, of course, was just reiterating a policy that the Communists set forth six 
decades ago. In a booklet entitled American Negro Problems, which was written in 1928 by 
John Pepper, one of many aliases used by Soviet agent Joseph Pogany, the Reds called for "the 
establishment of a Negro Soviet Republic" in the American South. According to another 
Communist booklet published in 1934, The Negroes in a Soviet America, this Negro Soviet 
Republic would include parts of Virginia, Georgia, South Carolina, Alabama, Louisiana, 
Arkansas, and Tennessee. 

Who Is to Blame for Evil? 

ITEM: /n an article about the Devil in the April 13th New York Times, reporter Dennis 
Hevesi asked: "And if God created everything, including the Devil, then is God responsible for 
evil? For Rod Sladek, 31, a real estate salesman from Albany, the answer -- seen as part of a 
higher plan -- is yes." 

CORRECTION: Since God is all goodness, it would be a contradiction for Him to be 
responsible for evil. God permits evil to exist, but He is not responsible for evil. The Devil was 
originally a good spirit who rebelled against God and became an evil spirit. Man was good when 
he was created, but succumbed to the temptation of the Devil, rebelled against God, and brought 
sin and evil into the world. Thus rebellious spirits and rebellious human beings, not God, are 
responsible for the evil that exists in the world. 

Can Zuckerman Be That Naive? 

ITEM: /n an editorial in the May 4th U.S. News & World Report, Mortimer B. 
Zuckerman urged the Reagan Administration to accept Mikhail Gorbachev's proposal that both 
sides dismantle every one of their intermediate-range nuclear missiles in Europe. "Can we trust 
the Soviets?" asked Zuckerman. "We do not have to. They appear prepared to permit the 
essential on-site inspection and verification procedures. This willingness to open up Soviet 
society is a remarkable breakthrough and a political achievement in and of itself." 

CORRECTION: Isn't it amazing how quick liberals are to accept the word of this 
century's most prolific liars? And especially when these liars have repeatedly broken every arms 
treaty in the past 30 years? The accords violated by the Communists include the SALT I Treaty, 
the ABM Treaty, SALT II, the Limited Test Ban Treaty, the Biological and Toxin Weapons 
Convention, the Geneva Protocol, and the Helsinki Final Act. "In short," said Representative 
Henry Hyde (R-IL) in an excellent article on Soviet treaty violations in the Spring 1987 issue of 
Policy Review, "Soviet integrity in upholding arms agreements has been soiled, to the point 
where Moscow cannot be trusted now or in the near future." 

The Globe's Version of History 

ITEM: An editorial in the April 19th Boston Globe made the following statement: 
"Richard Nixon's 'secret' bombing of Cambodia and the American-sponsored overthrow of 
Prince Sihanouk prepared the way for the nightmare depicted in 'The Killing Fields,' the 
cinematic story of one Cambodian, Dith Pran, who survived the mass murders of the Khmer 
Rouge regime." 

CORRECTION: What prepared the way for the slaughter of perhaps three million 
Cambodians in the wake of the Communist takeover of that country in 1975 was the no-win 
military policy ordered by Richard Nixon and his predecessor, Lyndon Johnson. If those two 
men, and their subordinates, had allowed U.S., South Vietnamese, and Cambodian forces to 
achieve victory over the Communist enemy, there would have been no holocaust in Cambodia, 
and the people of Southeast Asia would be free today. 

And He's Committee Chairman! 
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ITEM: According to an interview in the April 27th Washington Times, Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee Chairman Claiborne Pell (D-RI) "sees no Soviet bases in the hemisphere at 
this point. Soviet use of Cuban ports and the Soviet battalion there constitute 'a defensive 
platform, making it more difficult for us to invade,' he says. Nicaragua he sees as a threat only to 
its neighbors ‘if they don't pull up their socks' and begin an equitable distribution of property." 

CORRECTION: If the unbelievably blind Senator Pell has any influence over U.S. 
policy toward Central America, it will be a very short time before that vital region becomes 
another Gulag in the worldwide Soviet empire. 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


AMERICAN OPINION 
Keeping Faith With America 


John F. McManus is the Director of Public Relations for The John Birch Society and a 
Contributing Editor to THE NEW AMERICAN. He writes a syndicated weekly newspaper 
column, entitled The Birch Log, and has written two books: An Overview of Our World 
(1971) and The Insiders (1983). Prior to joining the staff of The John Birch Society in 1966, he 
earned a bachelor's degree in physics from Holy Cross College, served as an officer in the U.S. 
Marine Corps, and was employed as an electronics engineer. This article is the printed 
transcript of a videotaped program soon-to-be-released by The John Birch Society. 


The United States of America! She was born in 1776, had to fight for her independence as an 
infant, and had to suffer growing pains just like any child progressing toward adulthood. 

Before she flowered, she endured several wars, a few insurrections, and even a 
governmental crisis that happily produced the finest political system ever devised by man. 

By the time she was one hundred years old -- still a youngster in the life of a nation -- she 
had become well-established as the refuge of the world's tired, hungry, and poor who left 
everything in the old world to walk upon her soil, here to carve out a new life for themselves. 
Beyond those millions who came to America, there were many millions more who took comfort 
and found hope in knowing that such a bastion of freedom and opportunity -- a place where 
dreams truly could be transformed into realities -- really did exist. 

The Key to Greatness 

What made America great? What set it apart from other nations and other lands? Was it 
the blessing of natural resources? No, there are equal or greater resources in all of the inhabited 
Continents. 

Was it her people that made America the envy of all the world? Not really. The people 
who transformed America from a backward wilderness into such a marvel came here from across 
the oceans. Obviously, something enabled them to do more in their new surroundings than they 
had been able to accomplish in their former homelands. 

Was it government's wisdom, or government's programs that spurred our nation to such 
remarkable heights? No, again. It was not what government did that made America great; it was 
what government was prevented from doing that made the difference. 

The real key to America's greatness is freedom for the individual. Freedom to work, to 
produce, to succeed, and especially to keep the fruits of one's labors. Here, a person is even 
possessed of the freedom to fail and the freedom to start over again. As much as the source of 
America's greatness has always been freedom to do this or that, it is also true that the wonder of 
America is the freedom from government power. 

Yet, unrestrained personal freedom can produce its own form of tyranny. It is when 
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people who are free of government control choose to limit their own actions with moral codes -- 
like the Ten Commandments -- that true greatness results. As Alexis de Toqueville put it in 1840 
after visiting the churches of our land: "America is great because America is good, and if 
America ceases to be good, America will cease to be great." Our people were free, but they were 
also good. 

This is the combination that makes America different; this is what attracted so many to 
her shores; this is what enabled her to become the most productive, the most powerful, and the 
most respected nation in all history. 


The birth certificate of the United States of America is the Declaration of Independence. Here 
we find the fundamental premise upon which our nation was built, the "self-evident" truths that 
men "are endowed by their creator with certain unalienable Rights," and that in order "to secure 
these Rights, Governments are instituted." 

It's all very dear and very simple: God created man and endowed him with certain 
unalienable rights; men created government and delegated to it certain powers to protect those 
rights -- to life, liberty and property, and also to speak, publish, practice religion freely, etc. Our 
nation's founders knew that government did not give them their rights; God did. And they also 
knew that government's purpose is to guard against suppression of those rights by any foreign or 
domestic power -- even by government itself. 

Yes, it's all very simple. But it is ever so easy to take it for granted. Realizing that such a 
marvelous beginning for a nation has no precedent should help to keep Americans from allowing 
their magnificent heritage to be forgotten or suppressed. If history is any guide, expecting any 
restoration of America's sound fundamentals should they ever be cast adrift is totally naive. 

A Confederation of States 

The early Americans had to fight for their independence. Everyone knows about the War 
for Independence from British domination. But not too many are aware that the war was 
conducted first under a governmental system called the Continental Congress and then under the 
Articles of Confederation. These were loose associations of the several states that granted the 
federal government too little power. They did not provide for sufficient executive power, called 
for no judiciary to settle disputes between the states, and established no power to tax -- not even 
to pay for its military forces. 

"Government is not reason, 
it is not eloquence -- 
it is force. 
Like fire, it is a 
dangerous servant and 
a fearful master." 
George Washington 


Early America suffered through sporadic rebellion and the thievery of inflation when the 
national government tried to raise funds to pay off debts incurred during the War for 
Independence. Also, the practice whereby the various states taxed each other's commerce would 
have destroyed the union all by itself had not the national government eventually been granted 
power to "regulate commerce ... among the States." 

The national governments under the Continental Congress and the Articles of 
Confederation were indeed weak. But they were not weak because they possessed few of the 
powers accumulated by government today; they were weak because they did not have sufficient 
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powers to carry out government's proper role of protecting rights. 

Despite the deficiencies of our nation's early governments, and largely as a result of the 
personal leadership of George Washington, America defeated the British and independence was 
assured. 

Out of Many, One 

Then, on May 25, 1787, after several conferences had been held elsewhere, 
representatives of a majority of the 13 states met in Philadelphia for the purpose of revising the 
Articles of Confederation. After only a few days of deliberations, sentiment to build a completely 
new government system began to take hold. By June 19th, the delegates decided not to revise the 
Articles, but to construct an entirely new national government. After taking that momentous step, 
they worked through the entire summer, finally approved the completely new Constitution on 
September 17th, sent it to the states for ratification, and adjourned. 

The men at that constitutional convention (Washington, Franklin, Madison, and others) 
constructed the new governmental system in such a way as to keep faith with the Declaration of 
Independence -- to empower government to act in defense of people's rights, and no more. The 
Constitution they gave us was written to govern the government, not the people. While it grants 
government certain powers to act, its chief concern was to limit the national government to 
dearly specified powers, to leave the states essentially sovereign, and to let the people be free. 
The marvel was that they were able to satisfy both those who wanted sovereign states and those 
who wanted all of America to be joined as one nation. They accomplished the making of one out 
of many, which is what the Latin phrase "E Pluribus Unum" means -- "out of many, one." And 
they did it in such a way that the states retained their independence even while joined together 
for mutual protection. 

This, of course, is what is called the federal system -- One national government with its 
limited constitution that requires each state to have its own constitution. Federal powers were 
concerned almost exclusively with foreign affairs and domestic tranquility; the states were left 
with whatever other governmental powers might be needed. Should errors or excesses gain favor 
in any of the states, the built-in competition among the states would speedily make such error or 
excess obvious. But, on the other hand, if the national government exceeds proper powers, there 
is no parallel government to demonstrate what went wrong, and error and excess can rapidly 
become institutionalized. 

This is America's marvelous heritage: a constitutional republic whose laws limited 
government to protecting the God-given rights of the people, and whose people were to be 
limited by the strictures of their deeply-held religious beliefs. No wonder America grew and 
prospered. No wonder millions came here, and many millions more deeply admired our nation 
from afar. 


Sad to say, however, there are some within our country who want to change the American 
system. They seek to convert our Republic with the restraints of its rule of law into a democracy 
with its unrestrained majority rule. They do not want government power held in check. They do 
not want our nation to remain independent. They do not even want the truths in the Declaration 
of Independence to be ingrained on the hearts of Americans -- especially the truth that rights 
come from God. This basic foundation of Americanism can no longer be taught in the 
government schools. Truly, the enemies of America have made great progress. 

Not content, however, these individuals seek to use the 200th anniversary of the various 
events which established this nation to formalize changes in the American system. They are 
counting on the apathy and ignorance of the people to enable them to proceed. 
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The Price of Ignorance 

Do Americans really understand their marvelous heritage? Sadly, many do not. It is 
already true that most Americans fail to appreciate that their rights come from God Almighty. If 
questioned, most will respond that their rights come from government. The logical progression 
from that error, of course, is to hold that government may legitimately remove that which it has 
supplied. 

Americans are repeatedly conditioned to accept this error. We are led to speak of 
"constitutional rights," or "first amendment rights." What was once "self-evident" to all 
Americans, but is no longer, is that we possess God-given rights that are protected by the 
Constitution. A more fundamentally important understanding would be difficult to imagine. And 
yet, because of Supreme Court edict, this basic element of Americanism cannot be given to our 
youngsters in the government schools. 

But there are numerous other dangerous attitudes about our nation and its government 
that have captured many minds today. Americans in great numbers have been persuaded that 
national sovereignty and independence are outmoded ideas, and that in order to insure peace in a 
hostile world, all nations and all peoples must submit to an international power like the United 
Nations. Few stop to realize that any international authority powerful enough to enforce peace is 
also powerful enough to create world tyranny. 

Changing Times, Timeless Principles 

A sizeable portion of the people of our nation have been led to think that our Constitution 
may have been perfectly fine for an agrarian society of fewer than five million people 200 years 
ago, but that it does not meet the needs of our highly industrialized nation of 240 million today. 

Former Supreme Court Justice Warren E. Burger, who now leads the taxpayer-funded 
Commission on the Bicentennial of the U.S. Constitution, expressed this dangerous attitude in a 
speech on January 30, 1987. He said: 

While the Constitution remains a unique and wonderful instrument of government, that is 

alive and as sound as it was written in 1787 ... plainly, a nation of 240 million in 

the 20th and 21st centuries has needs and problems different from a land of four 

million in the 18th century. 

If the Constitution were a set of specifics to rule the people, such an argument might have 
merit. But the Constitution given us by wise men who studied and learned from history is, 
instead, a set of principles to govern the government. And those principles are just as valid today 
as they were when they were written in 1787. Wherever specific laws were needed to meet 
sudden needs or changing times, or even the pressures of an expanding population, it was 
expected that they would be enacted at the state and local levels. 

Still more Americans have been led to believe that it is now the federal government's 
proper role to address all problems, that only a more powerful central government can solve 
them more speedily, and even that regulation by international authority of production, 
distribution, and finance would be the most certain way to correct mankind's various ills. 
Unfortunately, the proposals that spring from such dangerous attitudes can not and will not lead 
to progress, or promote justice. They will lead instead to the accumulation of total power in the 
federal government. 

There is today a strong tendency among Americans to accept the erroneous notion that 
government may properly redistribute wealth, that it may justly take from some to give to others 
in order to take care of the people. The men who founded the United States held no such beliefs, 
though they certainly recognized a personal responsibility to help the needy. 
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One of history's clearest voices warning about government power was that of the great French 
statesman and economist Frederic Bastiat. His small but monumental treatise The Law was first 
published in 1850. Written to oppose the communist and socialist thinking of his day and to 
define the proper role of government, his timeless words are sorely needed to combat entrenched 
errors that infect America today. Here is what Bastiat said: 

Life, liberty and property do not exist because men have made laws. On the contrary, it 
was the fact that life, liberty and property existed beforehand that caused men to 
make laws in the first place. 

If every person has the right to defend -- even by force -- his person, his 
liberty, and his property, then it follows that a group of men have the right to 
organize and support a common force to protect these rights constantly. Thus the 
principle of collective right -- its reason for existing, its lawfulness -- is based on 
individual right. And the common force that protects this collective right cannot 
logically have any other purpose or any other mission than that for which it acts 
as a substitute. Thus, since an individual cannot lawfully use force against the 
person, liberty, or property of another individual, then the common force (the law) 
-- for the same reason -- cannot lawfully be used to destroy the person, liberty, or 
property of individuals or groups... 

But how is this legal plunder to be identified? Quite simply. See if the law 
takes from some persons what belongs to them, and gives it to other persons to 
whom it does not belong. See if the law benefits one citizen at the expense of 
another by doing what the citizen himself cannot do without committing a crime. 


Government power can never justly exceed the power of any one of the individuals who 
brought the government into existence. Government's purpose should only be to protect the 
rights of all to life, liberty, and property, the reason why people create governments in the first 
place. Proper government power is essentially a negative force. It is when government force 
becomes positive -- doing for some at the expense of others -- that the road toward tyranny has 
begun. 

America a Showpiece 

The early years of the United States were characterized by the limitation of government 
to its proper role. The Constitution's barriers to social engineering unleashed the power of human 
energy and established justice in unparalleled measure. 

And, even though he criticized our nation for its acceptance of slavery -- a blot we did 
wipe away -- Frederic Bastiat heaped great praise on America. He wrote: 

There is no country in the world where the law is kept more within its proper domain: the 

protection of every person's liberty and property. As a consequence of this, there 

appears to be no country in the world where the social order rests on a firmer 
foundation. 
"In questions of power, then, 
let no more be said of 
confidence in man, 
but bind him down from mischief 
by the chains of the Constitution" 
Thomas Jefferson 


Grand testimony about the wonder of America came also from the pen of a German 
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immigrant named Carl Schurz. As a college student, he had participated in the failed 1848 
Communist revolution in Germany. Exiled, he made his way to America and here found what 
freedom truly was. In 1853, he wrote: 

Here in America you can see daily how little a person needs to be governed. There are 

governments, but no masters; there are governors, but they are only 

commissioners, agents. What there is here of great institutions of learning, of 

churches, of great commercial institutions, lines of communication, etc., almost 

always owes its existence, not to official authority, but to the spontaneous 

cooperation of private citizens. Here you witness the productiveness of freedom 

.... We learn here how superfluous is the action of governments concerning a 

multitude of things in which in Europe it is deemed absolutely indispensable, and 

how the freedom to do something awakens the desire to do it. 

Carl Schurz later became a U.S. Senator and then a cabinet officer in the administration 
of Rutherford B. Hayes. He learned the value of limited government from personal experience. 

The "Unwritten" Constitution 

Too many contemporary Americans have forgotten, or never even learned, what made 
our country great. Attitudes that were soundly and immediately rejected whenever they came 
from the mouths of communists and socialists have gained a following once they were adopted 
by Democrats and Republicans. During the 1950s and 1960s, longtime American socialist leader 
Norman Thomas frequently expressed great delight, as successive administrations adopted 
Socialist plans for America. In 1962, he gleefully assessed the situation he saw unfolding as 
follows: 

The difference between Democrats and Republicans is: Democrats have accepted some 

ideas of Socialism cheerfully, while Republicans have accepted them reluctantly. 

What both Democrats and Republicans had done and continue to do, of course, is turn 
their backs on Americanism. And now, there are attempts to formalize the new thinking by 
subverting the very documents that established our nation. Much of what the federal government 
does today is accomplished under what could be called the powers of an "unwritten 
constitution." Rather than abolishing these assumed powers, prominent individuals seek to add 
them to the Constitution by changing it and doing away with many of its clear limitations. 

But let us provide an example of the type of proposal that springs from the abandonment of the 
essence of Americanism. In October 1975, in anticipation of the celebration of the 200th 
anniversary of the Declaration of Independence, the World Affairs Council of Philadelphia 
published Professor Henry Steele Commager's substitute Declaration of INTERdependence. In a 
matter of weeks, 140 Members of Congress had formally endorsed it. Promoters of the new 
Declaration were busily introducing it to audiences across the nation, and they had become quite 
confident that there would be a formal acceptance of theft statement in 1976. For them, it was 
full speed ahead toward INTERdependence and away from national sovereignty. 

Challenge to Independence 

Before 1975 ended, however, some unbedazzled ordinary citizens studied Professor 
Commager's new Declaration. Because they knew and dearly loved the original Declaration of 
Independence, they were shocked and outraged by Commager's proposal. And they were amazed 
that any Member of Congress, or anyone else claiming to be an American, would willingly trade 
the magnificence of 1776 for the Commager subversion of 1976. Here is what they found: 

¢ Where the Founding Fathers insisted on the self-evident truth that rights come from God, the 
proposed new Declaration of INTERdependence is silent. 
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¢ Where the Founding Fathers declared that "these United Colonies are, and of Right ought to be, 
Free and Independent States," the Commager statement holds that "it is necessary for the people 
of the United States to declare their interdependence." 

¢ Where the Founding Fathers brought forth a new nation, the Declaration of INTERdependence 
seeks "to bring forth a new world order." 

¢ Where the Founding Fathers inspired patriotism, insisted on sovereignty, and established a 
system of free enterprise and limited government, Professor Commager and his allies call on 
Americans to free themselves of what they term "chauvinistic nationalism," to "strengthen and 
sustain" the Communist-dominated United Nations, and to turn over "the processes of production 
and monetary systems ... to regulation by international authorities." 


The Declaration of INTERdependence is a blueprint for national suicide. 

Having found what they feared, the alert citizens succeeded in making Professor 
Commager's INTERdependence document extremely controversial. Numerous Congressional 
endorsers withdrew theft support, some claiming that they had never even read it. The drive to 
provide solemn respectability for INTERdependence under the United Nations was set back, as it 
well should have been. But the enemies of freedom never relax. 

The thinking in that Declaration of INTERdependence is totally incompatible with the 
lofty principles contained in our nation's Declaration of Independence. Yet the occasion of the 
bicentennial of our nation's birth certificate was used by internationalists among us in theft 
attempt to suppress in a formal way the very cornerstone of American liberty. 

What Kind of Celebration? 

In like manner, those who prefer powerful centrally-directed government are now 
attempting to use the four-year period celebrating the bicentennial of the U.S. Constitution to do 
away with its clearly stated limitations on government power. In simple terms, they mean to 
change the structure of our form of government. Their plans must be shown for the subversion 
that they truly are. 

And while the plans of the subverters are being exposed, Americans who remain faithful 
to the marvelous system bequeathed to us 200 years ago, should use this bicentennial period to 
create greater awareness of, and greater love for, the value of limited government and of the 
Constitution that mandates it. 

When the early Americans broke away from England, they did so because the British 
government's power had become oppressive and they had exhausted all avenues of appeal. Much 
of the Declaration of Independence is actually a list of justifiable complaints against King 
George and his governors. Here you will find the reasons for such a bold move as to declare 
independence from the most powerful nation on earth. 


Our nation's founders looked upon government as a necessary, but highly dangerous force. 
George Washington reflected the thinking of those times very well when he said: 

Government is not reason, it is not eloquence -- it is force. Like fire, it is a dangerous 

servant and a fearful master. 

Thomas Jefferson cautioned against relying even on public-spirited and well-intentioned 
men. He expressed such a concern when he supported the newly written U.S. Constitution in 
these words: 

It would be a dangerous delusion were a confidence in the men of our choice to silence 

our fears for the safety of our rights; that confidence is everywhere the parent of 

despotism; free government is founded in jealousy and not in confidence; it is 
jealousy, and not confidence which prescribes limited constitutions to bind down 
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those whom we are obliged to trust with power; that our Constitution has 
accordingly fixed the limits to which, and no farther, our confidence may go.... 


In questions of power, then, let no more be said of confidence in man, but 
bind him down from mischief by the chains of the Constitution. 
Wisdom of the Founders 

When the Founders wrote the Constitution, their purpose was not to make government 
the arbiter of men's affairs, or the distributors of wealth, or an efficient controller of man's 
energies. They wanted nothing more from government than protection of their rights. The 
national government they created was to have few powers, and all were specifically defined. 
Then, they wisely separated those powers by forming the legislative, executive and judicial 
branches, and they built a system of checks and balances to ensure that no branch of government 
could ever act tyrannically. 

They took these important steps because they had suffered under a British monarchy that 
possessed all of these powers. Especially determined were they to separate the three branches of 
government, to keep any government official or agency from possessing the powers of 
lawmaker, law-enforcer, and judge -- all at one time. 

Consider the following attitude, about the importance of separating these powers given 
by an early Virginia patriot named John Dawson: 

That the legislative, executive and judicial powers should be separate and distinct, in all 

free governments, is a political fact so well established, that I presume I shall not 

be thought arrogant when I affirm that no country ever did, or ever can, long 

remain free, where they are blended. 

James Madison, rightly named the Father of the Constitution, was even more emphatic 
about this need: 

The accumulation of all powers -- legislative, executive and judiciary -- in the same 

hands ... may justly be pronounced the very definition of tyranny. 

Thomas Jefferson said of the importance of keeping these powers separate: 

The want of it has been the source of more evil than we have ever experienced from any 

other source. 

"The accumulation of all power -- 
legislative, executive, and judiciary 
-- in the same hands ... 
may justly be pronounced the 
very definition of tyranny." 
James Madison 


It is precisely the accumulation of these three powers that has made many of today's 
federal regulatory agencies so oppressive. Businessmen who have felt the sting of the 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) know that this agency has been given 
the power to create and enforce its own rules with fines and other penalties, and then to have 
administrative law judges (also representatives of the executive branch of government) hear any 
appeal. This same kind of power is possessed by the Internal Revenue Service and a host of other 
federal agencies. It is exactly the type of governmental oppression that our Founding Fathers 
were so determined to prevent. 

Keeping Powers Separate 
And so, the Constitution established three separate branches: Legislative, Executive and 
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Judicial. But the Founding Fathers also gave us an intricate network of checks and balances so 
that each branch would prevent the other branches from assuming more than their legitimate 
powers. Consider the following numerous examples of separating, balancing and checking the 
powers of government: 

The Legislative branch makes the laws, but none can take effect without the signature of 
the head of the executive branch, the President. The President has the power to veto what 
congress has passed, but congress can override his veto by a two-thirds majority in both of its 
Houses. Because Congress alone has the power to raise funds, it can restrain executive power. 
Also, all bills for raising revenue must originate in the House of Representatives, whose 
members must go before the voters for reelection every second year. 

The President is designated as the Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Services, but only 
Congress has the power to declare war. As the head of the Executive branch, the President can 
sign treaties, but they are to remain meaningless unless ratified by two-thirds of the Senate. 

Judicial power is vested in the Supreme Court and lower federal courts. The Justices may 
not legislate, or enforce laws, or set government policy, but they may declare a particular law 
unconstitutional. All federal judges are appointed by the President, but they must be individually 
approved by two-thirds of the Senate. Federal judges, including Supreme Court Justices, are 
appointed for life, but Congress can abolish lower courts and limit the appellate jurisdiction of 
the Supreme Court. And the Congress may remove any federal judge from his post through 
impeachment. 

Taken collectively, all of these separations, checks and balances are what makes the U.S. 
Constitution so unique. Destroy them and there will be severe consequences for Americans. 

In his "Farewell Address" to the American people, George Washington stressed the 
importance of keeping the powers of government separate. And he urged those who held office 
to 

confine themselves within their respective Constitutional spheres; avoiding the exercise of the 
powers of one department to encroach upon another. The spirit of encroachment 

tends to consolidate the powers of all the departments in one, and thus to create -- 

whatever the form of government -- a real despotism. 


But while there was overwhelming agreement amongst our Founding Fathers about the need to 
keep the various powers of government separated, this important feature of a just government 
has been eroded to a frightening degree, and is being frontally attacked today. In their zeal to 
have our government solve all problems, regulate men's affairs, and turn our nation's sovereignty 
over to international authority, influential voices can be heard to condemn the doctrine of 
separation of powers. 

Combining Powers 

Williams College Professor James MacGregor Burns is such a zealot. In his 1984 book 
The Power To Lead, he boldly showed his hand with the following attack on the practice of 
separating the powers of government: 

Let us face reality. The framers have simply been too shrewd for us. They have outwitted 

us. They have designed separate institutions that cannot be unified by mechanical 

linkages, frail bridges, tinkering. If we are to "turn the founders upside down" -- 

to put together what they put asunder -- we must directly confront the 

constitutional structure they erected. 

In that same book, Professor Burns bluntly reiterated his intense desire to unify the 
legislative and executive branches in the following rather colorful language: 
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[W]e are seeking to unify a considerably decentralized executive army with a collection of 
guerrilla militias in the legislature. 

What Professor Burns has called for is what John Dawson said would be the end of 
freedom, what James Madison called "the very definition of tyranny," and what Thomas 
Jefferson characterized as "evil." Burns surely does want to "turn the founders upside down," and 
to concentrate in one place the powers they wisely and carefully made separate. 

Far from being just an obscure professor at a small college, however, Burns is the 
Co-Chairman of an organization called Project '87, so named because 1987 marks the 200th 
anniversary of the creation of the U.S. Constitution. This organization's Honorary Chairman is 
former Supreme Court Chief Justice Burger. As we have noted, Mr. Burger leads the U.S. 
government's official Commission on the Bicentennial of the U.S. Constitution. 

Appraising the Constitution 

Project '87's stated purpose is to commemorate and appraise the Constitution. Its rather 
obvious appraisal is that the Constitution is extremely deficient. Though Burns himself has 
suggested numerous changes, the organization he leads claims not to take any positions on 
proposed amendments. 

Project '87 is the publisher of the quarterly this Constitution under a grant from the 
taxpayer-funded National Endowment for the Humanities. Additional funding is given to the 
organization by the Hewlett, Lilly, Rockefeller, Ford and Mellon foundations. 

The magazine, this Constitution, carries articles about the history of the period 
surrounding the creation of the Constitution, reports on programs to celebrate the bicentennial, 
and contains a special section for use by students in their classrooms. But it is also full of 
promotion for such dangerous proposals as the already rejected Equal Rights Amendments, the 
Supreme Court's Roe v. Wade decision legalizing abortion, and other goals of the so-called 
feminist movement. 

Also, rather than take its own stand on radical proposals to alter the Constitution, Project 
'87's publication gives wide coverage for the ideas of a related but separate group called the 
Committee on the Constitutional System. The CCS, as we shall detail, has offered many specific 
proposals that would dramatically alter the U.S. Constitution. 

The three leaders of the CCS are former White House Counsel to President Jimmy 
Carter, Lloyd Cutler, former Secretary of the Treasury C. Douglas Dillon, and U.S. Senator from 
Kansas Nancy Kassebaum. As far back as 1980, Lloyd Cutler authored the article, "To Form A 
Government," in Foreign Affairs magazine, the journal of the world-government-promoting 
Council on Foreign Relations. His attitudes on that occasion are essentially the same as those he 
and his organization put forth today. The John Birch Society warned about Cutler's intentions at 
the time he first bared them and has continued to warn about them in subsequent years. 

Prominent among those who serve on the Board of Directors of the CCS is the same 
Professor James MacGregor Burns, the leader of Project '87. He is joined by about 50 others, 
among whom are many arch-liberals and internationalists such as J. William Fulbright, Robert 
McNamara, Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan of New York, and former U.S. Ambassador to the 
United Nations Donald McHenry. 

In 1985, the CCS published the book Reforming American Government, a collection of 
essays that includes the very chapter from Professor Burns' book containing his hope to "turn the 
founders upside down." It also contains Lloyd Cutlers 1980 article from Foreign Affairs, and an 
assortment of opinions favoring what later turned out to be the various goals of the organization. 
Then, in January 1987, the CCS dropped all pretense of objectivity and published its 20-page 
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"Report and Recommendations." Among the problems named by CCS, the following are most 
prominent: 

(1) mounting national debt; 

(2) an ongoing contest of wills between Presidents and coalitions within Congress; 

(3) inability to get treaties ratified by the Senate. 

The main causes identified by the CCS for those problems are the separation of powers 
inherent in the Constitution and the absence of submission to political party discipline on the part 
of both elected officials and voters. 

We can certainly join with those who abhor the astronomical debts that have been 
amassed by the federal government. But we in no way feel that a proper response to them is the 
concentration of vast power in fewer hands by weakening the Constitution's vital separation of 
powers and strengthening the political parties. What America needs is less government, 
something that is never considered by this organization's leaders. 

The danger of following the recommendation to strengthen our nation's political parties 
can be assessed by studying the systems in many nations of Western Europe and elsewhere. In 
these countries, England for example, political party leaders not only choose the candidates, but 
they then dictate to those who are elected how they must vote. To oppose party discipline is to 
lose its endorsement and any chance for renomination and reelection. 

Elected officials in these nations are almost totally beholden to party bosses, not to the 
electorate. Yet, the CCS wants to see America adopt procedures that will establish the conditions 
characterizing European politics. The CCS does not like primaries where voters choose their 
candidates. It wants to encourage -- even to the point of compulsion -- straight-ticket balloting 
where a voter may not choose the best candidates, only the best party slate. It wants public 
financing of elections, not even directly to a candidate, but to political parties that will in turn 
finance their selected candidates. And the CCS also wants party leaders to be able to name many 
of the delegates who participate in Presidential-nominating conventions. 

All of this would, of course, distance elected officials from the voting public. While it 
would indeed create party cohesiveness, it would enable political party officials to force a 
single-mindedness among the legislative and executive branches instead of maintaining the 
separation that traditionally has kept government from running amok. 

If all of this were to become reality, not even a courageous Senator or Representative 
would ever again oppose the will of a President who shares his party affiliation. Would a 
President dare veto legislation supported by his party's leaders? How would any control over the 
party leaders be exercised by the people? Would there be any possibility that either an 
independent candidate, or an independent-thinking member of any political party could be 
nominated or elected? These are questions that the CCS does want raised. But they are full of 
vital considerations. 

Amending the Constitution 

And there is more. Not only does the CCS want to chop away at the separation of powers 
and concentrate vast new powers in the hands of unelected political bosses, it wants to weaken 
the separation of powers further with amendments to the Constitution. 

One amendment urged by the CCS calls for four-year terms for all House members, 
eight-year terms for Senators, and Presidential elections timed to coincide with the elections for 
all House members and one-half of the Senators. All of this, of course, would tie legislators more 
closely to the executive branch's leader, the President, as well as make it much more difficult for 
the people to vote out of office a Congressman or Senator who is deemed unworthy. 
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Another amendment offered by the CCS would permit the President to appoint sitting 
members of Congress to serve as his cabinet officials and department heads. This merging of the 
legislative and executive functions of government would surely weaken the legislative branch 
and concentrate more power in the already enormously powerful executive branch. 

A third amendment proposed by the CCS would lower the requirements for treaty 
ratification from the present two-thirds of the Senate (67) to a simple majority of both Houses of 
Congress (51%), or to three-fifths of the Senate (60). The CCS has specifically lamented the 
power of the Senate that has blocked ratification of various disarmament treaties, several United 
Nations-sponsored conventions and treaties, and a wide variety of international trade, tax and 
environmental treaties. Reducing the requirements for treaty ratification would surely speed our 
nation toward interdependence under an all-powerful world government. No American should 
want that. 

Creating a Parliament 

In many ways, these recommendations would create in America a parliamentary-style 
government, similar to what already exists in European nations. One striking feature of this type 
of government is that it is designed to facilitate the implementation of the agenda of the political 
party in power. The CCS wants to end stalemates that characterize our government's operations 
and are correctly identified as the inevitable product of separating powers. But, whenever 
freedom is desired, stalemates in government are most often highly desirable. 

The CCS proposal to allow members of Congress to serve simultaneously as cabinet 
officials would fasten a key element of parliamentary government on our system. Were we to 
adopt the parliamentary method, we would also see our President able to dissolve Congress and 
call for new elections if Congress impedes his wishes. Or, Congress could declare that it had no 
confidence in the President and force him to step down. We would find our senators and 
congressmen responsive, not to the voters who elected them, but to the party bosses who have 
great power over them. We would end up with much of our government being run by appointed 
rather than by elected officials. 

These and other features of a parliamentary system would blur the important distinctions 
between the legislative and executive branches. A parliamentary system would indeed make 
government decision-making more efficient, but efficiency in government is not as important as 
limiting its power. It might be true that Mussolini made the trains run on time in fascist Italy, but 
the cost of his efficiency proved to be enormous. The most efficient governments on earth are 
ruthlessly efficient; they can be found in the Soviet Union and the Peoples Republic of China. It 
is worth noting that there is no separation of powers in these tyrannies. 

What America needs is just the opposite of a dilution of the separation of powers that our 
Founding Fathers gave us. We should return to the Constitution and cancel many programs and 
policies that already violate its precepts. And each of the separate branches, especially the 
legislative branch, should reassert their constitutional prerogatives, many of which they have 
allowed the other branches to usurp. 

The Constitution Ignored 

Yes, we have a huge federal deficit that threatens our future, but most of it has been 
accumulated because of federal programs that the framers of the Constitution never envisioned 
because they had taken great pains to forbid them. 

Let us be specific: The Department of Agriculture has regulated many farmers out of 
business and now spends $25 billion per year in subsidies. Where in the Constitution is there any 
justification for federal presence in agriculture? 
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The Department of Energy inhibits energy production, keeps our nation dependent on 
foreign suppliers, and produces no oil, coal, gas, or electricity, while costing over $10 billion per 
year. Yet, there is no place for an Energy Department in the U.S. Constitution either. 

The Department of Education spends over $15 billion dollars each year, and educational 
quality declines proportionately with each new increase in funding. The federal government is 
nowhere empowered by the Constitution to have any role in the field of education. 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development is a further intrusion of federal 
power where justification is lacking. Taxing all citizens to benefit some with housing and urban 
projects has always been un-American and is completely wrong. 

No one would ever suggest that federal welfare and medical programs should be 
terminated overnight. But they should never have been started. Each federal program designed to 
provide something at taxpayer expense to help the "needy" multiplies a thousand times the 
number of "needy" who demand the same benefits. These programs should be humanely and 
carefully phased out of existence. If they are not, productive America that pays all the taxes will 
soon grind to a screeching halt. 

Poverty warriors and self-appointed spokesmen for "the needy" have all the evidence 
they need to arrive at this conclusion in Charles Murray's important book, Losing Ground. At 
one time an eager advocate of government welfare programs, Murray saw after years of working 
in the system that hugo sums of money had actually produced an effect exactly opposite to what 
he had expected. The war against poverty had been losing ground every year, as the numbers of 
those in poverty increased steadily in spite of more money being made available. His book 
supplies incontrovertible data to support the contention that the federal government should never 
have entered the welfare field in the first place. It also demonstrates the wisdom of the Founding 
Fathers who did not want the federal government in the welfare business and, consequently, 
made no provision for such activity in the Constitution they carefully constructed. 

And these are only some of the federal programs that are violating our Constitution and 
bankrupting this nation. Most of our political leaders have no intention of putting an end to these 
programs. These same individuals would be perfectly happy to see constitutional limitations on 
their power removed for good. They care little about freedom but a great deal about directing our 
lives, spending our earnings, and transferring our nation's sovereignty. All of which means that 
the job of protecting America is up to her people. 


Rather than standing by and watching the celebration of our Constitution's 200th anniversary 
become the occasion for the weakening and even the destruction of its limitations on government 
power, Americans ought to set a goal of restoring the clear intention of its framers -- the 
restriction of government to only those powers specifically granted in its pages. 

Rather than defer to the internationalists and advocates of centrally-controlled big 
government from Project '87, the Committee on the Constitutional System, and other 
like-minded groups, Americans should demand that our nation withdraw from the United 
Nations and all of its subsidiaries. Our presence in these sovereignty-compromising associations 
costs us greatly in dollars, but even more in the ability to function as a free and independent 
nation. 

Restore the Constitution 

Our goal as Americans should be full restoration of the Constitution by the year 2000. 
Let's end the entangling alliances that George Washington warned about in his Farewell Address. 
Let's roll back the un-Constitutional powers and abolish the un-Constitutional agencies that are 
destroying the United States of America. 
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Something else threatens the American system. There is no need for a constitutional 
convention; there is a need instead for citizen awareness that will force elected and appointed 
officials to abide fully by their oaths to support and defend the Constitution we already have. 

In fact, a constitutional convention has always been looked upon as a dangerous vehicle 
that could lead to great harm. Even though Article V of the Constitution allows for the creation 
of such a convention, there has never been one during the 200 years of the Constitution's 
existence. The reason? The Constitutional Convention of 1787 that was called for the purpose of 
revising the Articles of Confederation exceeded its mandate and abolished what it was merely 
supposed to revise. Out of that convention came our present Constitution. But, ever since 1787, 
there has been a judicious reluctance to give any new constitutional convention the opportunity 
to destroy what we were fortunate enough to get in 1787. Hence, amendments have always been 
added through the other prescribed method, the one that calls for approval by two-thirds of each 
House of Congress and then ratification by the legislatures or conventions of three-fourths of the 
states. A constitutional convention is a Pandora's Box that Americans for 200 years have avoided 
opening. 

But the simple truth is that the Constitution does not need any of the amendments offered 
by the Committee on the Constitutional System. What it needs instead is adherence. 

There is a need for something else, however. Our Constitution needs a few amendments 
to remove several existing amendments that cling like huge barnacles to our ship of state. One 
especially harmful example is the 1913 amendment calling for the income tax championed by 
Karl Marx. 

If the federal government could finance its needs prior to 1913 without an income tax, it 
obviously had other means of raising needed revenue. And if it could function then without the 
federal government in everyone's pocket, it can do so now. The problem is that government has 
exceeded its boundaries; it has broken many of the chains imposed on it by the Constitution. 
That its cost has grown enormously should come as no surprise. 

America at a Crossroads 

America is at a crossroads. It is our hope that interest in the Constitution spurred by the 
celebration of its 200th anniversary will lead many Americans to understand that its value lies 
chiefly in its restriction on the power of government. Such an understanding, if widespread 
enough, will return our nation to the road marked freedom, productivity, and independence. 

But, as we have shown, there are powerful forces at work seeking to enlarge already deep 
cracks in the constitutional wall our Founding Fathers gave us. They are determined to keep 
Americans from understanding the magnificent heritage given us 200 years ago. And they plan 
to expand government's power in response to problems they and like-minded liberals and 
internationalists created in the first place. The road that these individuals would take us down is 
labelled big government, interdependence, and tyranny. 

Yes, our nation has come to a crossroads. Which way we turn shall ultimately be decided 
by the people who live in this greatest of all countries. We hope that you will not only choose the 
road marked freedom, but that you will commit some of your time, energy and resources to 
helping fellow Americans make the correct choice. The men who gave us America deserve to be 
repaid by your effort today. And the children of today, as well as those of a million tomorrows, 
are relying on us to keep government chained and freedom flourishing. 

Whether or not America keeps faith with its magnificent past is up to you. You know 
how fortunate we are to be Americans. And you know that powerful and determined individuals 
who support the already huge growth of our federal government now want to carve large holes in 
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our nation's Constitution. They can be stopped, and they must be stopped -- or our children and 
grandchildren will remember us, not for what we passed on to them, but for our failure to keep 
faith with the men who pledged their lives, their fortunes and their sacred honor -- for a free and 
independent United States of America. 

It Is Time to Keep Faith 

In 1776, when the moment of truth came, when the pen was readied for the signing of the 
Declaration of Independence, doubt and fear flashed through the minds of several of the 56 men 
who had gathered in Philadelphia's Independence Hall. Maybe it was too bold a move, or too 
soon. Maybe negotiation was the better course. Were conditions really terrible enough to merit 
such an action as to defy the King and his armies? 

John Adams took the floor to speak his sentiments. He talked of the possibility of 
ignominious death and slavery, and of not even living to see what fruits independence might 
bring. But he said: 

Be it so! Be it so! 

If it be the pleasure of Heaven that my country shall require the poor 

offering of my life, the victim shall be ready. But while I do live, let me have a 

country, or at least the hope of a country -- and that a free country. But whatever 

may be our fate, be assured ... this declaration will stand. It may cost treasure, and 

it may cost blood; but it will stand, and it will richly compensate for both ... And 

live or die, survive or perish, I am for the declaration. It is my living sentiment, 

and, by the blessing of God, it shall be my dying sentiment: independence now, 

and independence forever. 

All 56 signed, and mankind's most admirable and successful experiment in human 
freedom was launched. Our forebears fought a costly war to keep it going. Then they built a 
Constitution which created the greatest governmental system ever conceived by men. 

It is time for another round of courage, another surge of wisdom, another dedication to 
freedom. It is time to keep faith with America. 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC 
Constitutional Vandalism 
Are the "reformers" really escapees from reform school? 


Constitutional Reform and Effective Government 
By James L. Sundquist, The Brookings Institution, Washington, DC, 1986, 262 pages, $9.95 
(paperback edition). 


Conservatives have always been suspicious of any proposals to "reform" our 
Constitution. Depending on how radical the proposals become, others may also share the 
Americanists' concern. Since most Americans regard our Constitution as a positive institution 
worthy of preservation, those intent on "reforming" the document have a major selling job ahead 
of them. And they know it. At the end of his treatise, Sundquist laments: "This book must end, 
then, on a pessimistic note. Nothing is likely to happen short of a crisis -- which is, of course the 
case with all fundamental constitutional reform, in every country of the world throughout 
history." 

In light of the fact that Sundquist and the Committee on the Constitutional System have 
put a tremendous effort into a plan that, by their own estimation, will only work in the event of 
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crisis, maybe we had better take a look and see what comes first -- the eggs these folks plan to 
break or the omelette they plan to make. 

Constitutional Reform and Effective Government is the companion work to Reforming 
American Government: The Bicentennial Papers of the Committee on the Constitutional 
System (reviewed in THE NEW AMERICAN, October 28, 1985). While the latter was described 
by its editor as a "book of 'working papers" of the Committee on the Constitutional System 
(CCS), it did not present a totally unanimous viewpoint among its 40 essays and 17 proposed 
"reforms." Indeed, one guest essayist, C. Herman Pritchett, wrote a constitutionally conservative 
essay entitled: "Why Risk a Constitutional Convention?" 

A number of the essays in Reforming American Government, however, encouraged 
wholesale amendment of the Constitution. In an essay entitled "A Statement of the Problem" -- 
drafted for the CCS by a group headed by James Sundquist -- Thomas Jefferson is credited with 
suggesting "that the constitution-drafting progress should be repeated by each generation of 
Americans." 

In another essay, "The Implications of Chadha" (a Supreme Court decision ruling the 
"legislative veto" unconstitutional), Sundquist proposed a package of six constitutional 
amendments. Considering the difficulty in securing ratification of but a single amendment, the 
constitutional convention route is obviously the more practical modus operandi for 
accomplishing Sundquist's goal. 

In yet another Reforming American Government essay, entitled "Toward a New 
Constitution," CCS Founder Charles Hardin blatantly bares the Committee's goals: 

The change will require major surgery. One cannot stop short of bold and decisive 

departures. And yet a guiding principle should be to write the new Constitution in 

a way that permits considerable leeway. [Emphasis added. ] 

The proposal for major surgery on the oldest continuous system of written law in the 
world -- one allowing for unprecedented freedom and prosperity for greater numbers of people 
than any other system in history -- indicates that political scientists can be as mad as their 
physical counterparts. As current outlandish embryological experiments are placing artificially 
conceived children in a legal limbo, so might the constitutional experiments proposed by the 
reformers have adverse effects on our freedoms. 

Constitutional Surgery Self-taught 

Constitutional Reform and Effective Government presents an even more rigid point of 
view than its predecessor. Sundquist says of his work: "It is directed primarily toward those who 
are already persuaded that the tripartite constitutional design has evident and serious weaknesses 
and the question is not so much whether constitutional change is needed as what changes might 
work best." [Emphasis in original. ] 

Why should a constitutionalist study a work that starts with the premise that the 
Constitution is intrinsically defective? Primarily, for the same reason one would read The 
Communist Manifesto -- to see what the rascals are up to. 

The clarion call is sounded from the start: Sundquist tells us that "constitutional reform 
has been a debate between liberals and conservatives, the former seeing the separation of powers 
as a barrier to, and the latter as a protection against, governmental activism. That debate is 
essentially unresolvable, for the two sides are influenced heavily by value judgments relating to 
the ends and role of government." 

Whatever else, Sundquist is no novice at his craft. Throughout his book, he identifies the 
issues and the adversaries with clean precision. If we are as well schooled as he in our 
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knowledge of government (albeit, of the opposite school), we can dissect his plans at every turn 
and reveal their true significance. 

As the second half of the title implies, Effective Government is the be-all and end-all of 
Sundquist and his colleagues from the Committee on the Constitutional System. Naturally, the 
unspoken question is "effective at what?" Defending our lives and property? Or at interfering in 
and controlling our lives? 

Sundquist recognizes that, beyond a natural tendency for liberals to place more faith in 
government than do conservatives, "the two sides can never agree on what is truly beneficial. All 
of the constituent programs of the welfare state -- social security, education, health, housing, and 
all the rest -- redistribute resources from taxpayers to the recipients of the governmental benefits 
which means usually from the upper to the lower ranges of the income scale. Whether one 
regards the redistribution as 'beneficial' depends largely on whether one views the transaction 
from the top or from the bottom, on where one's sympathies lie." 

While Sundquist basically is correct in his assessment of the relative liberal-conservative 
positions on the desirable role of government, he accepts the fallacious premise that welfare-state 
programs redistribute resources from the wealthy to the poor, rather than from the tax-paying 
working class to the indolent, as is often the case. The wealthy, more often than not, through 
their disproportionate influence over partisan policy-making, shelter their own resources, 
redistributing instead the taxes of the working class to their vassals. 

The pertinence of this brief digression to the matter of constitutional reform is embodied 
in the definition of /argesse: liberal giving to or as if to an inferior. In order to have an inferior, 
there must also be a superior; one of the universal characteristics of reform movements is, thus, 
the installation of proponents as an elite cadre of sociopolitical managers. 

The Reformer's Reformer 

The prototype for modern American political elitists, and patron saint of the 
constitutional reform movement, is Woodrow Wilson. That he is fawned over by the CCS is 
shown by the fact that an essay Wilson wrote in 1879 (when he was a 22-year-old Princeton 
senior), entitled "Cabinet Government in the United States," is presented in Reforming 
American Government as the work of an accomplished scholar. Present-day constitutional 
reformers regard Wilson as their ideal -- one of their own. Sundquist notes: 

The earliest systematic criticism of the constitutional system, and still among the most 

trenchant and pertinent, came from the pen of Woodrow Wilson, the only political 

scientist to attain the presidency. While still a senior at Princeton University, in 

1879, Wilson picked up the Story-Pendleton-Bradford idea and carried it several 

steps further, proposing not merely that cabinet members have seats in the 

Congress but that they be chosen from among the legislators and resign when 

their proposals were rejected, as in Great Britain. 

While noting that Wilson did not support a constitutional amendment to achieve his 
goals, Sundquist concedes that Wilson's "preference for the British parliamentary system is 
clear." 

A key point of contention of the CCS reformers is the limited "window of opportunity" or 
"honeymoon period" -- the six months to a year following a President's inauguration during 
which congressional-presidential cooperation is at its peak. Since the President's party generally 
loses some congressional seats in the mid-term elections, implementation of Administration 
"programs" becomes more difficult. This situation particularly bothers Sundquist, et al, when the 
curtailed programs are of the socialistic, "Big Government" genre. 
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"[T]he welfare state came late to the United States," Sundquist laments, "[M]ost of its 
major elements were adopted here decades later than in the industrial democracies of Europe." 

Wilson's "New Freedom" program of 1913-14 is viewed by Sundquist as an ideal era, not 
merely for the content of the programs started (e.g., the Federal Reserve Act), but as an example 
of how legislation can be ramrodded through Congress when opposition has been subdued. 
Sundquist notes: "For a brief period, in 1913-14, the Democratic party used its caucuses in both 
houses as an instrument of discipline. The measures that made up Woodrow Wilson's New 
Freedom were forged in party meetings, in which representatives of the administration 
participated. [A key proposal of the CCS is the removal of the prohibition against dual office- 
holding -- permitting members of Congress to serve in the executive branch.] The House caucus 
then bound its members by two-thirds votes, and any member who violated the group's directive 
... could be 'read out of the party’...." 

This emphasis on following the Party Line is an important element in the overall scheme 
presented in Constitutional Reform and Effective Government. Though occasionally couched in 
egalitarian terms (e.g., "the reformers who set out to democratize the House in the 1960s seized 
upon the caucus as their indispensable tool"), in most cases Sundquist's language is blatantly to 
the point. Supposedly, the end result of all this party discipline is more efficient, unified 
government policy. Yet Sundquist concedes that "During the Reagan administration ... greater 
unity and discipline among House Democrats would have resulted in a lesser, rather than greater, 
degree of unity in the government as a whole." 

Therefore, after browbeating the mavericks and cracking the whip to keep the dissenters 
in line, the stated end used to justify these dubious means is sometimes not even achieved. What, 
then, is the point of it all? The point is power. 

Under the shameless subtitle "Money as a Means of Discipline," we find: "While it may 
be rare for a legislator to be read out of the party, the fact that an ultimate disciplinary power 
exists accounts in part for the power of the party whips to compel obedience on crucial votes in 
the legislature." 

Heinrich Himmler couldn't have put it better. Sundquist has more to add on one of his 
favorite concepts -- the disciplinary power of the party. 

¢ "A party ... cannot deny a member his rights to run for reelection on the party's slate .... the 
national parties -- particularly the Republican party -- have developed an alternative power that 
may turn out to be hardly less potent. That is the power of money." 

¢ "[I]f the funds were actually at the disposal of the party itself rather than the independent 
PACs, the party's control -- and with it, its disciplinary power -- would be still greater." 

* "One of the simplest ways to divert PAC resources to the parties would be to amend the tax 
law relating to political contributions .... If the [tax] credit were restricted to contributions to 
parties, and especially if the limit were then raised, the parties would gain a significant advantage 
in the competition for campaign funds." 

¢ "It may be doubted that this [reform] would do much to remove the influence of money on 
legislative outcomes .... But the purpose of strengthening parties would be served, because they 
could use the cash as a means of discipline." 

Again, Sundquist's true colors show through. Who cares if the reforms actually do any 
good for better government -- it's the consolidation of power in the parties that really counts. 

Like the fallacious reasoning of other intelligent scholars, Constitutional Reform And 
Effective Government presents a well-thought-out and apparently logical proposal with one 
underlying flaw -- it is built on a false premise. Accept the premise and the plan is brilliant; 
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reject the premise and the plan is dangerous madness. The premise that Sundquist expects us to 
accept is that government is an intrinsically beneficial institution. Lost on the CCS crowd is 
George Washington's warning that, like fire, government is a "dangerous servant and a fearful 
master." Lost is the fact that -- when it comes to making a decision about the implementation of 
power -- dictatorship is the most efficient of all governmental systems; and that the system of 
checks and balances is intended not to increase efficiency but to head off abuse. Lost is the 
realization that government is a totally non-productive entity -- that for it to grant largesse to one 
citizen it must first take it from another. 

Not lost, however, is the concept that the Constitution places great restrictions on 
government, as indeed it should. The Constitution does not grant rights, nor does it empower the 
government to do so. The Constitution, rather, restricts government from trampling on rights that 
are both unalienable and divinely endowed. 

Sundquist notes: "The shield against despotism, thought the framers, was the system of 
checks and balances they had artfully constructed for their new experiment in government." A 
little later, he comments: "The system of checks and balances that has been so secure a safeguard 
against tyranny has also given rise to the problem with which this book deals. For government to 
function effectively, the legislative and executive branches that are so well endowed with veto 
powers to thwart each other must somehow be induced to rise above their conflicting political 
ambitions and move in concert on essential matters." 

How neat! Our government must move in concert. But who would be the director? James 
MacGregor Burns, Lloyd N. Cutler, or C. Douglas Dillon of the Committee on the Constitutional 
System? And what would prevent the director from dictating the tune? 

Constitutional Reform and Effective Government is geared for those who are growing 
impatient with the progress that has been made since Woodrow Wilson's first administration in 
moving the United States into a one-world community of nations, and in transforming the United 
States into a complete womb-to-tomb welfare state a la Britain and Sweden. (Admittedly, the 
United States is probably already three-fourths of the way there, but the transformation to date 
has taken almost 75 years and some of the aging socialists want to be around for the celebration.) 

What, exactly, do the "constitutional reformers" want and how do they propose to go 
about getting it? 

New Constitutions For Old 

Sundquist recommends the following as "an ideal series of amendments to the American 
Constitution": 

(1) The team ticket. (Voters would cast their ballots for a slate of party candidates, as 
opposed to the individual candidates, for president, vice president, Senate, and House.) 

(2) Four-year House and eight-year Senate terms. 

(3) A method for special elections to reconstitute a failed government. (Thus, if the 
legislative and executive branches of government were deadlocked on an issue, a new 
government could be formed.) 

(4) Removal of the prohibition against dual office-holding. (This would further erode the 
executive-legislative separation of powers.) 

(5) A limited line-item veto. (In effect, this would give the president legislative power.) 

(6) Restoration of the legislative veto. (In effect, this would give the Congress executive 
power.) 

(7) A war powers amendment. (This would write the essential terms of the War Powers 
Resolution of 1973 into the Constitution.) 
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(8) Approval of treaties by a majority of the membership of both houses of Congress. 
(The reformers have never gotten over losing the League of Nations and some SALT agreements 
and want to make ratification easier. This proposal is particularly dangerous since, according to 
Article VI, Para. 2, treaties are "the supreme law of the land.") 


(9) A national referendum to break deadlocks. (Such a proposal would enable a majority 
of the voters to loot the treasury wholesale -- and to trample on the rights of the individual -- 
without going through congressional middlemen.) 

How do the reformers hope to get this gargantuan package approved before doomsday? 
Surely not one-by-one via the traditional amendment procedure. Under a heading entitled 
"Variations in the Amendment Process," Sundquist gets strategic. We learn: 

Reformers might find some promise, however, in two elements of the existing 

amendment process that have been little used. One is the option of state 

ratification by unicameral conventions rather than by bicameral legislatures .... 

[Sundquist notes that the 21st Amendment was ratified in nine months in 1933 

using this method. ] 

The second optional procedure is the initiation of amendments by 

constitutional convention rather than by Congress. A convention must be called, 

under the Constitution, on petition of the legislatures of two-thirds of the states. 

[Emphasis added. ] 

Of course, 32 of the requisite 34 states have already petitioned Congress, so the prospect 
of a convention is much more than theoretical. Can such a convention, as its proponents assert, 
be limited to a balanced budget amendment? 

Sundquist admits: "In the total absence of precedent, no one can be sure. It is unlikely 
that the delegates would choose to disregard any congressional limitation .... But if they did elect 
to broaden their agenda, it is clear that no one outside their body would have authority to prevent 
their doing so." 

On this matter, at least, Sundquist seems better informed than Lewis K. Uhler, chairman 
of the National Tax Limitation Committee, who asks publicly: "Can you imagine the Congress 
willingly convening a body that runs so counter to what we understand to be the way the world 
works?" 

Yes, Mr. Uhler, we can, and the Committee on the Constitutional System can, as well. 
Sundquist adds: 

Should the balanced budget movement [e.g., Lewis Uhler, et al] succeed in compelling a 

convention, then, and that body decide to consider additional matters, critics of 

the governmental structure [e.g., the CCS] would have an opportunity to advance 

any proposals that, because of their effect on the Congress itself, would not be 

likely to be initiated by the legislators in the normal manner. 

Serious students of the Constitution, therefore, who are concerned with not only the 
historic, bicentennial observance this year of the great document's adoption -- but also with the 
preservation of the Constitution's integrity -- would do well to read these three items: (1) the 
Constitution, itself, with specific attention to Article V, the amendment process; (2) Reforming 
American Government: The Bicentennial Papers of the Committee on the Constitutional 
System; and, (3) Constitutional Reform and Effective Government. 

The latter two will make the blood of constitutionalists boil at times, but that is the safer 
alternative to being lulled to sleep during Project '87. 
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-- WARREN P. MASS 


Reforming American Government is available in paperback for $13.95, and The 
Constitution and The Declaration of Independence (combined in a single booklet) is available 


for $2.00, from General Birch Services Corp., Belmont, MA 02178. Add 10 percent of total order 
($1 minimum) for postage and handling. 


What kind of president would the New York Republican make? 


When formally announcing his entry into the race for the Republic an Presidential 
nomination on April sixth, Representative Jack Kemp (R-NY) declared that the three most urgent 
challenges facing the American people in the decade ahead are "[t]he defense of peace and 
freedom; the defense of our children and the family; and a national commitment to the highest 
ideal of economic justice -- full employment without inflation for all Americans." The Kemp 
strategy for actually meeting those challenges is perhaps best indicated by his congressional 
record to date. Conservatives will find much in that record to commend, but there are also areas 
of concern that need to be kept in mind when speculating about the candidate's possible 
performance as President. 

Jack French Kemp was born July 13, 1935, in Los Angeles. He received his BA degree 
from Occidental College in 1957, after which he began a 13-year professional football career 
with such teams as the San Diego Chargers and New York's Buffalo Bills. As quarterback for the 
Bills in 1965, he earned the American Football League's most valuable player award for leading 
his team to the AFL championship. He co-founded the AFL Players Association and served as 
that organization's president from 1965 to 1970. 

Kemp worked as a volunteer in the presidential campaigns of Richard Nixon and Barry 
Goldwater in 1960 and 1964. He was active in Ronald Reagan's successful gubernatorial 
campaign in 1966, and the next year served as a special assistant to the California governor. In 
1969, he was a special assistant to the Chairman of the Republican National Committee. In 1970, 
Kemp received 52 percent of the vote to capture the House seat to which he has been re-elected 
eight times by comfortable margins. 

During nearly 17 years in the House, Kemp has compiled a respectable Conservative 
Index average of 82. As we write, he is the leading Conservative major-party candidate to 
formally enter the race. The following overview of his record in Congress, which emphasizes 
many of the actual votes he has cast on key issues, reveals both his strong points and some flaws. 
It is intended to make available a realistic assessment of what the American people might expect 
from a Kemp presidency. 

Kemp is perhaps best known as the leading congressional advocate of "supply-side" 
economics. He was chief architect of the Administration's 1981 tax-cut bill, which called for a 
tax reduction of 25 percent (Kemp favored 30 percent) over three years. Unfortunately, 
supply-side theory (and practice) is less enthused about slashing federal spending, partly because 
it presumes that the enhanced economic growth that results from lower taxes will generate 
sufficient new revenue to cover the costs of federal programs and activities. It therefore tends to 
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downplay the crucial question of whether the federal government should be engaging in those 
programs and activities in the first place according to Constitutional guidelines. 

Budget Balancing: Kemp once declared: "We don't worship at the altar of a balanced 
budget." Which perhaps explains why he voted against the Joint Resolution that proposed a 
Constitutional Amendment to require a balanced federal budget in most instances (October 1, 
1982), yet, he voted on at least ten earlier occasions (between 1975 and 1979) for amendments to 
specific bills that called for balancing federal budgets during particular fiscal years. And on 
March 15, 1978, he voted for an amendment to a Full Employment Act, which sought to 
establish the goal of a balanced federal budget within five years. On the other hand (and 
somewhat indicative of the supply-side under-emphasis on spending cuts), he opposed an 
amendment on May 25, 1982, which sought to balance the fiscal 1983-1985 budgets by (1) 
maintaining the three-year tax-cut package approved in 1981, but (2) making large cuts in 
numerous non-defense programs. 

National Debt Ceiling: Prior to the advent of the Reagan Administration, Kemp 
consistently voted against legislation raising the national debt ceiling. Indeed, after voting on 
March 15, 1972, to raise the debt limit by $20 billion (to $450 billion), he voted at least 18 times 
between 1973 and 1980 against hiking the debt. But since 1981, he has voted on at least nine 
occasions to up the ante, as on August 24, 1986, when he voted to increase the debt ceiling by 
another $73 billion (to a new level of $2.152 trillion). 

Elevated Waste: One of the most aggravating examples of congressional waste involves 
little money but an important principle. If Congress cannot make justified cuts in the minor 
areas, where special-interest pressure is minimal, how can it be expected to slash spending in the 
major areas, where lobbying is intense? Incredibly, the House has insisted on continuing the 
funding of salaries paid to elevator operators who run the automatic elevators in the Capitol and 
House office buildings (the Senate abolished such useless jobs on its side of the Capitol Hill 
some time ago). 

On June 3, 1983, the House considered an amendment to eliminate funding (some 
$169,876, or $12,134 per employee) for the 14 button-pushers assigned to the House buildings. 
The amendment was defeated, and Kemp was one of those who voted against it. In 1985, the 
Legislative Branch Appropriations bill for fiscal 1986 called for an increase in funding (from 
$533,900 to $640,100) for the combined House and Capitol elevator operators, so that five new 
operators could be hired! On July 18, 1985, an amendment was offered to eliminate the 
additional $106,200, thereby precluding the new hiring. The amendment, again with Kemp's 
help, was defeated. And most recently, on July 29, 1986, yet another attempt was made to phase 
out the 14 operators on the House side. It failed with Jack Kemp again voting "Nay." 

Waste on a Larger Scale: After officials of the old Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare admitted that the Department had squandered around $7 billion during 1977 through 
waste, fraud, and mismanagement, the House approved an amendment on May 9, 1978, to cut 
$3.15 billion from HEW's fiscal 1979 budget. The next day, following intense lobbying by the 
Carter Administration, the vote was reversed and the amendment was scuttled. On both 
occasions, Kemp voted for the spending cuts. 

The Departments of Energy and Education: On August 2, 1977, the House gave its 
final blessing to the bill that established the tax-wasting, bureaucratic Department of Energy. On 
September 27, 1979, it approved the legislation that spawned the Department of Education to 
expand the federal government's meddling in an area where it does not belong and administer 
Washington's plethora of un-Constitutional federal aid/control programs. Kemp deserves 
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applause for having had the good sense to vote against both bills. 

Land Use: On June 11, 1974, the House voted down a rule to consider a federal land use 
planning bill that would have authorized federal grants to states to help them set up 
comprehensive land use planning programs. Needless to say, the federal government would have 
retained (and exercised) its authority to control what it finances, thereby greatly expanding its 
meddlesome presence in state and local land-use planning decisions. Kemp helped to kill this 
dangerous bill by voting against the rule. 

Kemp has also opposed most of the many lands lock-up bills that in recent years have 
greatly expanded the areas closed to commercial development, thereby precluding access to 
natural resources that we need to assure a sound (and independent) economy. For instance, on 
May 16, 1979, he voted against an Alaska Lands lock-up scheme involving 125.4 million acres 
of national parks, wildlife refuges, and national forests. The measure has seriously hindered the 
development of the state's abundant gas, oil, timber and other resources within a quarantined area 
more than four times the size of New York State. 

Abortion: Kemp's voting record shows him to be a champion of the right-to-life of the 
unborn and a vigorous opponent of the expenditure of federal tax dollars on abortion (except to 
save the mother's life). In addition to the many amendments that would have precluded the old 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, from financing abortion, he has supported moves 
to: bar poverty lawyers from assisting women to procure therapeutic abortions or to force 
hospitals or doctors to participate in abortions if doing so was against their policy or convictions 
(June 21, 1973); prohibit community action programs from using family planning assistance 
funds for medical aid or supplies in abortion cases (May 29, 1974); disallow the Defense 
Department from funding abortions (August 9, 1978); prevent the Department of Education from 
providing facilities to colleges and universities that use mandatory student fees to pay for 
abortions (July 11, 1979); forbid payments for abortions from Medicaid funds (December 11, 
1979); proscribe the use of federal health benefit funds to pay for abortions (June 8, 1983); and 
veto the federal funding of abortions by the District of Columbia city government (July 30, 
1985). 

Kemp has also opposed the federal funding of research on live human fetuses, unless 
such research directly benefits the affected fetus. Most recently he voted on September 30, 1982, 
to prohibit the National Institutes of Health from funding such experimentation. 

Forced Busing: The compulsory busing of schoolchildren to promote desegregation is 
opposed by the vast majority of Americans of all races, yet it has been imposed by Congress and 
the courts and has disrupted the educational process in many areas. Kemp has opposed such 
racist, energy-wasting nonsense at every turn. On July 24, 1979, for instance, he voted for the 
Joint Resolution that proposed a Constitutional Amendment to prohibit compelling students to 
attend schools other than the ones nearest their homes to achieve racial desegregation. 

School Prayer: Kemp has been a vigorous advocate of voluntary prayer in government 
schools and other public buildings. On November 8, 1971, he voted for a proposed 
Constitutional Amendment to achieve that goal. On June 11, 1979, he supported an amendment 
to make one of the purposes of the new Department of Education to permit daily opportunities 
for voluntary prayer and meditation in government schools. On September 9, 1981, he endorsed 
an amendment to bar the Justice Department from expending funds to block implementation of 
such prayer and meditation in schools. On July 26, 1984, he backed an amendment to cut off 
federal aid to state and school districts with policies that prohibit silent or vocal prayer in 
government schools. And, on a related issue, he voted on May 15, 1984 for a bill to allow student 
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religious groups to meet in government secondary schools during non-class hours if other groups 
are permitted to do so. 

Education Funding: It is no secret that federal funding invites federal control. 
Nevertheless, while the education issues of forced busing and voluntary prayer have been hotly 
debated, the key question of whether or not the federal government should be in the education 
business in the first place has been treated by the major media -- and by the U.S. Congress -- as 
relatively uncontroversial. On September 24, 1986, for instance, the House passed 385 to 25 the 
conference report on a bill that authorized $10.2 billion in fiscal 1987 alone for college and 
student-aid programs, plus additional amounts for future fiscal years. Kemp was one of the 385 
Congressmen who voted for the bill. 

Child Care: The federal government has no Constitutional business financing or 
otherwise injecting itself into family-related matters such as child day-care services. 
Nevertheless, on March 23, 1976, the House approved a bill intended to apply stringent federal 
standards (and accompanying controls) to day-care centers throughout the nation, thereby adding 
another scalp to the government's regulatory belt at a multi-million-dollar cost to taxpayers. The 
bill was scuttled when President Gerald Ford vetoed it and the Senate refused to override the 
veto. Representative Kemp voted for the bill. 

Secular Humanism: On May 12, 1976, the House approved an amendment barring 
funds authorized under the Foreign Studies and Language Development section of a bill 
authorizing federal aid to higher education from being used for activities involving any aspect of 
the religion of Secular Humanism. The Secular Humanist creed is predicated on situation ethics, 
evolution, and the assumption that man is his own god. Kemp commendably voted for this 
important amendment. 

Civil Rights: Many observers contend that one of Kemp's political strong points, in 
comparison to other GOP candidates, is his appeal to blacks as a result of his support for key 
"civil rights" legislation over the years. Some of that support has offended Conservatives, 
however, for reasons unrelated to race. For instance, Kemp was a proponent of the legislation 
which made Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.'s birthday a national holiday. Prior to his assassination in 
April 1968, King had compiled an extensive record of instigating violence under the guise of 
"non-violent" resistance to laws with which he disagreed, had associated with (and employed) 
known Communists, had parroted the Marxist line on scores of issues including support for the 
Vietcong, and had engaged in what may euphemistically be termed "personal indiscretions" 
documented by FBI tapes that a federal judge ordered sealed for 50 years (and which neither 
Kemp nor any other member of Congress were permitted to scrutinize prior to voting on the 
King holiday bill). Nevertheless, on August 2, 1983, Kemp voted for the King holiday bill. 

On March 18, 1980, Kemp supported legislation to present a Congressional medal to the 
A. Philip Randolph Institute in recognition of Randolph's alleged "[l]ife-long advocacy of 
peaceful change on behalf of workers and minorities." Actually, Randolph was a labor leader 
who had been affiliated with more than a dozen organizations and movements officially cited as 
Communist Fronts by congressional committees or government agencies. In addition, he was a 
signer of the notorious Humanist Manifesto IT and was a national officer of the American Civil 
Liberties Union, which has done much to undermine the values that presidential candidate Kemp 
has pledged to strengthen. 

Homosexual Legal Aid: On June 27, 1977, July 22, 1980, and June 18, 1981, Kemp 
voted for amendments (all of which passed by large margins) to prohibit the Legal Services 
Corporation from using federal tax dollars to provide legal assistance that promotes, defends, or 
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protects homosexuality. 

Consumer Protection Agency: Radical Leftists fronting for so-called "consumer 
movement" organizations worked for decades to have Congress establish a federal agency to 
propagandize their anti-business views at taxpayers' expense. Though promoted under various 
names, and occasionally modified to attract additional support, it has failed to date. During his 
first year in Congress, Kemp fumbled by voting on October 14, 1971, to establish an independent 
Consumer Protection Agency and a White House Office of Consumer Affairs. But he promptly 
recovered, and on April 3, 1974 (and again on November 6, 1975) voted against legislation to 
establish a Consumer Protection Agency. Also, on February 8, 1978, he opposed the 
establishment of an independent Office of Consumer Representation within the Executive 
Branch. 

Labor Law Reform: Apparently in the hope of broadening his political base, Kemp has 
occasionally supported legislation backed by Big Labor. Indeed, he declared on one occasion: 
"This business of always calling labor 'big labor' or 'labor bosses' is wrong." 

Conservatives were pleased (and Liberal labor leaders were infuriated) by his opposition 
to the draconian Labor Law Reform bill passed by the House on October 6, 1977 (and 
subsequently killed by a Senate filibuster), which would have subjected employers who resist 
compulsory union-shop demands to such severe, government-imposed penalties that only the 
most courageous would likely have risked resisting union pressures. Some union officials openly 
admitted that the measure was intended to pave the way for eventual outright repeal of the 
federal Right-to-Work statute. 

Common-Situs Picketing: Also in 1977, the House narrowly defeated a common-situs 
picketing bill which it had approved (but Senate did not) two years earlier. The measure would 
have permitted the picketing of all builders at a construction site, even when the dispute involved 
only one small contractor or subcontractor. On July 25, 1975, Kemp voted for the House version 
of the bill, but later (on December 11th) he responded to constituent opposition by voting against 
the bill on final passage. He also voted against it when it was brought to another vote on March 
23, 1977. 

Davis-Bacon Wages: The archaic Davis-Bacon Act is costing taxpayers more than a 
billion dollars annually (according to the Grace Commission) in inflated construction costs. 
Adopted by Congress in 1931, it provides that contractors performing work on federally funded 
or federally assisted construction projects must agree to pay a wage based on a federal formula 
which attempts to identify a wage rate comparable to prevailing wages in local areas in which the 
projects are built. In practice, wage rates paid to as few as the most select 30 percent of 
construction workers in an area can determine the rate for all Davis-Bacon work, often inflating 
wages by more than one-third. 

Kemp's position on Davis-Bacon has, to say the least, been flexible. On June 6, 1979, he 
voted for an amendment to eliminate Davis-Bacon wage rates for Indian housing and for 
residential housing rehabilitation projects carried out by neighborhood non-profit organizations. 
On January 31, 1980, he voted against a move to preclude Bacon-Davis wage requirements from 
provisions of an anti-recession fiscal assistance bill. On August 12, 1982, he voted for an 
amendment to exempt projects funded with Economic Development Administration grants from 
Davis-Bacon under certain circumstances. On August 15, 1986, he first voted against a laudable 
amendment that sought to raise from $2,000 to $250,000 the limit below which military 
construction contracts would be exempt from the Davis-Bacon Act, but then voted for a meager 
increase in the limit to $25,000. 
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Food Stamps For Strikers: The Food Stamp program was presumably established to 
help those who could not help themselves. It was not intended to feather the nests of the willfully 
unemployed, such as workers voluntarily on strike during labor disputes. Giving Food Stamps to 
strikers is a serious abuse of the program. The disruptive coal strike during the winter of 
1977-78, for instance, was dragged out longer than would otherwise have been the case because 
many strikers were sustained by Food Stamps (estimated by one Senator to have cost taxpayers 
$13 million per month during the final stages of the walkout). On July 27, 1977, Kemp voted to 
bar Food Stamps from households of striking workers, unless such households were eligible for 
food stamps before the strike. 

Plant-Closing Notification: On November 21, 1985, the Congressman voted against a 
bill favored by Big Labor that would have required employers with more than 50 workers to give 
at least 90 days notice prior to closing a plant. By hindering the ability of businesses to function 
during a crisis (such as hamstringing their ability to attract new capital, new contracts, merger 
partners, etc.), the bill posed a major threat to business relationships with customers, creditors, 
and investors, and would probably have increased the likelihood of plant closings. Happily, the 
proposal was defeated. 

Intelligence Identities Protection: One way the malevolent radicals have worked to 
undermine U.S. intelligence operations has been by publicly revealing information intended to 
enable our nation's enemies to identify intelligence personnel and thus destroy their usefulness 
and endanger their lives. On September 23, 1981, Kemp voted for a bill that makes it a federal 
crime to disclose the identities of U.S. intelligence officers, agents, informants, and sources. The 
key vote, however, came earlier in the day when the House considered (and approved) a crucial 
amendment providing that the bill's criminal penalties would apply to those who exposed our 
intelligence personnel "with reason to believe" the exposure might impair U.S. intelligence 
operations. Without this amendment, it would have been necessary to prove intent to impede 
such operations, a nearly impossible legal chore that would have effectively gutted the bill and 
rendered it virtually worthless in protecting our intelligence community. Jack Kemp's "Yea" vote 
helped to add this vital provision to the Act. 

Immigration: On October 9, 1986, Kemp voted against the new immigration reform bill. 
Nevertheless, most conServative criticism of the measure was due primarily to a dangerous 
provision that granted amnesty to millions of illegal aliens who have violated our immigration 
laws, thus placing them on the road to eventual citizenship, voting privileges, access to social 
services, etc. Strangely, amnesty is one provision of the immigration bill that Kemp supported. 
Prior to final passage, the House considered an amendment that would have deleted the amnesty 
program from the bill. Kemp voted against it, as he had a similar amendment to an earlier 
immigration bill approved by the House on June 20, 1984. (He voted against the final bill on that 
occasion, too.) 

Gun Control: Kemp has consistently voted to uphold the Constitutionally-protected right 
of the American people to keep and bear arms. On July 29, 1975, he voted against an amendment 
that sought to authorize the Consumer Product Safety Commission to enter the gun control field 
and regulate "defective" firearms and ammunition and impose labeling requirements for firearms 
and ammunition. On June 7, 1978, he opposed another amendment which tried to restore funds 
which the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms could use to impose gun regulations. And 
on April 10, 1986, he voted for the firearms reform law which revised the 1968 Gun Control Act 
to, among other things, permit the interstate sales of rifles and shotguns and the interstate 
transportation of all types of firearms; ease record-keeping requirements for firearms 
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transactions; and limit federal agents to one unannounced inspection per year of a gun dealer's 
premises. Prior to the final vote, he helped to defeat amendments that would have barred the 
interstate transportation of handguns and retained the existing ban on interstate sales of 
handguns. 

District of Columbia Congressional Representation: The 23rd Amendment to the 
Constitution authorized residents of the District of Columbia to vote for President and Vice 
President. In 1978, Congress approved a proposed Constitutional Amendment to give the District 
status as a pseudo-state by granting it full voting representation in the House and Senate. Among 
other things, it would have established the dangerous precedent of awarding Senate seats to 
non-states. And, since the district would not have become an actual state, it would not have had 
to shoulder the responsibilities peculiar to statehood nor sacrifice the tax dollars it was receiving 
as a federal enclave. Fortunately, the scheme died on August 22, 1985, after only sixteen states 
(of the thirty-eight required) had ratified it. On March 2, 1978, Congressman Kemp voted for the 
DC Representation Amendment. (On March 23, 1976, he had voted against it.) 

Defense: Kemp is a vigorous proponent of military preparedness and has fought attempts 
by congressional Leftists to emasculate the defense Budget. He also advocates prompt 
development and early deployment of the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). During his April 6th 
announcement address, he described SDI as "the greatest peace initiative in postwar history" and 
declared: "The most urgent question facing this nation is -- will America be defended in the 
1990s or not? I believe our highest defense priority demands in 1988 a national referendum -- not 
just on the research and testing of SDI in the laboratory, but on the research, testing and 
deployment of SDI as soon as possible." 

Communism: Kemp's record on issues related to the Communist threat is encouraging. 
Here is a sampling: 

July 10, 1973: Voted for an amendment to prohibit the use of Commodity Credit 
Corporation funds to finance or guarantee the sale of wheat or feed grains to the Soviet Union 
and Red China. 

December 11, 1973: Voted for an amendment to prohibit the use of any Export-Import 
Bank funds to extend credit to any Communist country. 

June 22, 1977: Voted for an amendment to prohibit the payment of reparations to 
Communist Vietnam. 

May 22, 1978: Voted to deny lucrative most-favored-nation trade status for Communist 
Hungary. 

June 14, 1978: Voted for an amendment to prohibit the expenditure of Commerce 
Department funds for conducting trade with Cuba. 

September 11, 1979: Voted for an amendment to delete from an export administration bill 
a provision that sought to make it easier for the Secretary of Commerce to declare certain 
technologies (such as advanced computers) "obsolete" as a way to have them removed from the 
list of items barred from sale to Communist countries. 

January 24, 1980: Voted against the Resolution that granted most-favored-nation trade 
status to Red China. 

February 27, 1980: Voted against the bill that sent 75 million tax dollars to the Marxist 
Sandinistas in Nicaragua. 

August 3, 1983: Voted for an amendment to instruct the U.S. representative to the 
International Monetary Fund to oppose loans to Red dictatorships. 

On the other hand, Kemp voted against an amendment to prohibit the use of fiscal 1981 
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State and Commerce Department funds to administer or promote any trade between the United 
States and the Soviet Union (July 23, 1980); supported legislation to authorize the Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation to operate in Red China (July 28, 1980); and backed a tariff bill 
that repealed an embargo on the importation of mink and other furs from Red China (September 
22, 1982). 

Foreign Aid: In May 1982, the Library of Congress revealed that U.S. foreign aid 
handouts between 1946 and 1980 (including interest paid on funds borrowed for the giveaways) 
totalled more than $2.3 trillion, an amount only slightly more than our current National Debt. 
Since 1980, needless to say, the total has been swelled by additional tens of billions of dollars. 
Foreign aid programs have won us few friends, but have helped to swell the federal deficit. 
Often, foreign aid is used to prop up unfriendly Socialist and Communist regimes that despise 
the Free Enterprise system -- the very system that could make them self-sufficient and 
prosperous. 

Kemp has opposed indirect foreign aid by voting against appropriations for such 
international lending agencies as the World Bank and International Monetary Fund (IMF). For 
example, on August 3, 1983, he voted against the bill to authorize an $8.4 billion increase in U.S. 
participation in the IMF. 

When it comes to direct foreign aid, Kemp voted against most giveaways prior to about 
1978 but since then has become an advocate of foreign aid giveaways. In 1981 he played a key 
role in achieving passage (December 11, 1981) of the first foreign aid bill (some $7.4 billion) to 
make it through Congress in three years. He subsequently acknowledged that his support for 
foreign aid was politically "difficult," but described it as "an investment in the freedom and 
peace of this country and our allies." On May 10, 1984, he voted for a supplemental foreign aid 
"investment" of $361 million in fiscal 1984, and $10.95 billion for fiscal 1985. And, on July 31, 
1985, he backed another monster foreign aid authorization totalling $25.6 billion for fiscal years 
1986 and 1987. 

Panama Canal: The House had no direct role in ratification of the noxious treaties that 
surrendered the American-built Panama Canal to Panama. The Constitution assigns the 
ratification of treaties solely to the Senate. Nevertheless, there were a number of Canal-related 
votes in the House, and Kemp supported U.S. economic and defense interests by opposing the 
sell-out of the Canal. On June 26, 1975, for example, he voted for an amendment to prohibit the 
State Department from using any of its fiscal 1976 funds for negotiations aimed at relinquishing 
any U.S. rights in the Canal Zone. And on June 18, 1976, he backed an amendment to forbid the 
expenditure of funds to renegotiate the original 1903 Panama Canal treaty and to specify that any 
new treaty must "protect the vital interests of the United States in the Canal Zone." 

Before the treaties could go into effect following ratification by the Senate, the House 
had to approve the necessary implementing legislation. The final vote on that bill (which was 
also the last chance for Representatives to register their disapproval of the treaties) occurred on 
September 26, 1979. The bill passed, but Representative Kemp voted "Nay." 

Atlantic Union: A political and economic merger of the United States with nations of the 
Atlantic Community has been a goal of internationalists for many decades. Such a move has 
been vigorously opposed by advocates of American independence anxious to preserve U.S. 
sovereignty. On April 10, 1973, the House voted on a rule to consider a Resolution authorizing 
United States participation in a convention to discuss matters relating to the proposed Atlantic 


Union. Kemp voted against the rule, thereby helping to scuttle the dangerous proposal. 
* * * 
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In 1980, Kemp considered running for the Senate, but opted not to challenge the Liberal 
GOP incumbent, Senator Jacob Javits, in the primary. Most observers believed that, had Javits 
retired, Kemp would have captured the seat with ease. In 1982, he passed up the opportunity to 
run for Governor after the incumbent Democrat retired. This year, he is throwing "the bomb" (to 
use one of the inane football cliches which will inevitably plague him throughout the campaign). 

Kemp, who has the same initials as the Democrat JFK who made it to the White House, 
once told a conservative audience that "attacking the New Deal is a mistake for us." Yet, as one 
observer put it, he "has a remarkable appeal to conservatives that seems to transcend his actual 
policy positions." Yet, as we have seen, most of his votes on important issues have been 
compatible with conservative principles. The problem is that some of the exceptions are indeed 
serious. Handsome, articulate, and a first-class competitor, Kemp has most of the key 
non-ideological attributes which would enhance the prospects of any presidential contender. He 
rates an "A" in that regard but perhaps no better than a "B-" on the votes he cast as a member of 
Congress. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


STRICTLY BUSINESS 
Inflation Cannot Return 
How could it? It never went away in the first place 


"It's ba-a-a-a-ck? This dire warning does not come from a cast member of Poltergeist IIT 
but has a far more chilling source. After several years of assuring the public that inflation is a 
relic of the past, the establishment financial press has suddenly figured out that "inflation is 
stealing back." 

Inflation is not, as many interventionist writers and politicians would have us believe, a 
mysterious and complex metaphysical force that periodically sweeps the nation. Inflation has a 
precise definition and a simple solution. 

Despite the fact that the creator of inflation is known, even key members of the Reagan 
Administration cling to this medieval theological concept of geist inflation. For example, in a 
recent piece dealing with "the great inflation revival," U.S. News -- World Report quoted a top 
Administration official as saying, "Wwe cannot afford to let inflation out of the box again." 

Monetary cranks and economic mystics -- like this confused Reagan official -- refuse to 
grasp (or to admit) that inflation is an increase in the quantity of money. As a result, inflation is 
not something you can lock in a box, kill with silver bullets, or ward off with wolf's-bane. 
Inflating is an act of the Federal Reserve sanctioned by Uncle Sam. 

Since August 1982, the Federal Reserve has been expanding credit and running the 
printing presses overtime to monetize the huge Federal debt. In addition, since the fall of 1985, 
the Fed has been inflating in an effort to drive down the dollar in hopes of stimulating exports 
and decreasing imports. 

Last year, the M1 measure of the money supply, which includes currency plus checking 
accounts, increased by more than 12 percent. In recent months, the Fed has outdone itself. The 
M1 annual growth rate has jumped to 16.5 percent. According to Business Week, this is the 
highest annual rate of money supply growth since the end of World War II. 

This means that -- despite Administration claims that inflation has been "cured" and Paul 
Volker's claims that the Fed is pursuing a tight-money policy -- inflation has not been eradicated. 
In fact, while paying lip service to monetary restraint and tight money, the monetary authorities 
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have been injecting record billions into the economy. 

During the last several years, the Fed's vigorous inflationist efforts have had little visible 
impact on most sectors of the economy. The best theory as to why these new greenbacks had so 
little impact is that these billions have been soaked up by industrial under-capacity and economic 
stagnation still lingering from the 1980-82 recession, which was the most severe economic 
downturn since the Great Depression. 

CPI Now on the Rise 

However, in recent months, this has started to change. The massive injection of new 
paper money and credit has begun to produce several effects. The first is price increases (a 
symptom of inflating that many incorrectly call inflation). In 1985, the Consumer Price Index 
(CPI) increased by 3.8 percent. During 1986, the CPI rose a modest 1.9 percent, the smallest 
annual increase since 1965. To consumers, burned by 13.4 percent price increases during 1979, 
this was quite an accomplishment, and the Reagan Administration reaped much of the credit. 

However, it now appears that last year's 1.9 percent rate was merely an aberration. 
During the first quarter of 1987, the CPI increased at an annual rate of 6.7 percent. And worse, 
indications are that as the year progresses, prices will continue to accelerate. 

Looking at the latest CPI data, Michael Penzer, senior economist at the Bank of America, 
stated that price increases "look much worse than we had earlier anticipated." Donald Ratajczak, 
director of economic forecasting at Georgia State University adds that, "[price] inflation is 
getting more widespread. There are no soft spots ... Everything is going a bit higher." 

Other recent manifestations of inflating include an increase in malinvestment and 
speculation in the stock market. Uncertainty on Wall Street has triggered a series of wild roller 
coaster market swings in recent weeks. You do not have to be Louis Rukeyser to know that this 
instability and volatility is not healthy. 

Historically, late in the business cycle, commodities tend to make a move as investors 
begin to exchange their worthless paper dollars for "a piece of the rock" -- that is, a commodity 
that investors hope will hold its value as the currency depreciates. Thus, as economic conditions 
deteriorate further an increasing number of consumers and investors tend to join a general flight 
from currency toward hard assets. 

Gold -- the king of the commodities and a classic inflation hedge -- has jumped more than 
$75 since the first of the year. Trading at around $475 an ounce, gold is now at the highest level 
in four and a half years. Says Lacy H. Hunt, an economist at a New York securities firm, "the 
recent run-up in gold is very significant." According to Hunt and others, gold is a barometer that 
measures the public's inflation expectations. 

The recent rash of sensational reports from the main-stream financial press warning of a 
return of inflation arise out of the media's basic misrepresentation of what inflation is and what 
causes rising prices. The establishment press is wrong: Inflation has not returned; it never left in 
the first place. Despite the much touted economic reforms of the Reagan Revolution, the 
monetary system that produced horrendous double-digit increases in the general price level 
during the late 1970s remains fundamentally unchanged. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


THE NEW AMERICAN'S "Unreported Story of the Year," which appeared in our January 5, 


1987 issue, documented the inflation that occurred throughout 1986 and predicted that rising 
prices would follow. It has been made available as a reprint (see page 60). 
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This review of major financial newsletters is not intended by THE NEW AMERICAN as 
personal financial advice. 

Franklin Sanders in the April issue of the Moneychanger interviewed A. U. 
Freemarket, the pen name of a man who manages a very large investment portfolio for overseas 
interests. He said: We are going to have a collapse of our money, financial, and banking system. 
This collapse is probably only months away. To protect yourself against this coming collapse try 
to reduce your dependency on the banking system and buy and hold gold and silver coins. (Box 
341753, Memphis TN 38184, $65) 

Bert Dohmen-Ramirez in the April issue of Wellington's Worry-Free Investing says of 
the stock market that "although the most dramatic gains of the year are probably behind us, 
excellent profit opportunities still exist. Long term, conservative investors should stay fully 
invested, ready to ride out a potential correction lasting several weeks. Our economic outlook 
and technical indicators in the metals have now turned favorable," he says. (Penthouse 11, 4853 
Cordell Avenue, Bethesda MD 20814, $129) 

Tony Henfrey reports in the April 2nd issue of Gold Letter that there is much more to 
come on the upside for the precious metals and silver is expected to be the top performer in this 
group. He also thinks the South African gold shares will outperform both the North American 
gold shares as well as the DJI in stocks. (Box 9137, Allentown PA 18105, $185) 

Peter Dag in the April 6th issue of the Peter Dag Investment Letter urges caution in the 
stock market and stock holdings should be reduced to 30 percent of your total capital, he says. 
Reduce your bond holdings to 40 percent of total capital. Don't buy the precious metals at this 
time, he says. (65 Lake Front Drive, Akron OH 44319, $250) 

Donald McAlvany says in the April issue of the McAlvany Intelligence Advisor that the 
United States is now completely in the hands of the liberal eastern establishment and the Reagan 
State Department is now selling out South Africa, Taiwan, and Chile. Star Wars is now dead, 
which means the United States will remain undefended. A trade war is emerging. "A blow off in 
the stock market appears to be under way, and the danger of a stock market plunge continues to 
grow. Gold, silver and platinum have all begun to rise in response to these crises and should be 
aggressively accumulated ..." (Box 39810, Phoenix AZ 85069, $95) 

James Dines states in the March 27th issue of the Dines Letter: "Deflation is probably 
history for the moment and it would not surprise us if inflation took off with a rush here -- 
perhaps explaining why gold mining shares are leading the way on the upside. Of all gold mining 
geographical areas, South Africa is our strongest favorite." (Box 22, Belvedere CA 94920, $195) 

The American Institute for Economic Research states in the April 6th issue of its 
Research Reports: "Assertions that more rapid price increases during the first two months of 
1987 reflect the reappearance of fundamental trends may be premature. Given difficulties 
inherent in measuring the cost of living, short term fluctuations may not be significant. Over the 
long term, however, the data provide a dismal picture that the recent changes do not in any way 
contradict." (Great Barrington MA 01230, $48) 

Howard Ruff says in the April 6th issue of the Ruff Times: "The gold supply/demand 
fundamentals are getting bullish. Inflation is the key, and it's back. The upward trend should be 
clear to everyone by early 1988, and the gold rush will be on in earnest. Silver has just broken 
out into what should be a spectacular, long-running show ... silver mining stocks should do at 
least as well as silver." (Box 25, Pleasanton CA 94566, $89) 
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Mark Tier observes in the April 8th issue of World Money Analyst, Hotline: "! believe 
that conditions are developing for a repeat of the 1929 stock market crash -- sometime next year. 
Before that crash, there'll be a blowoff, so there'll be two chances to make a large amount of 
money with the downside being much more profitable." (45 Lyndhurst Terrace, Central Hong 
Kong, US $160) 

Mary Anne and Pamela Aden report in the April 9th issue of the Aden Analysis, 
Special Alert: Renewed dollar weakness plus a possible uptrend in interest rates have caused 
them to issue a sell signal for bonds. With the proceeds, "buy additional North American and 
South African gold shares, as well as silver and palladium." (2400 Jefferson Highway, Suite 600, 
Jefferson LA 70121, $250) 

James Sibbet states in the April 9th issue of Let's Talk Silver & Gold that whoever is 
behind the buying of silver has unlimited funds. If it is the Japanese, as he suspects, they will buy 
all they can get and not trade it. They could get a strangle hold on our silver supplies, he says, 
and prices could exceed $50 per ounce, or more. (1091 East Woodbury Road, Pasadena CA 
91104, $200) 

William Jaeger notes in the April 9th issue of Timing that silver was leading the metals 
but thinks this rise is only a bear market rally. (3320 East Shea Boulevard #135, Phoenix AZ 
85028, $220) 

Kennedy Gammage says in the April 14th issue of the Richland Report: "We can 
expect at least another two years of strongly bullish -- and feverishly, frighteningly frothy, and 
volatile -- stock and precious metal market activity. Short-to-intermediate-term, however, it's 
been too much too fast." (Box 222, La Jolla CA 92038, $177) 

Peter Eliades in the April 3rd issue of Stockmarket Cycles examines the 846 day stock 
market cycle, taking it back to the market's 1980 low. He says this cycle simply adds to the 
cyclic argument that the "major trend through almost the remainder of this year will be strongly 
upward." (2260 Cahuenga Boulevard, Suite 305, Los Angeles CA 90068, $198) 

James McKeever observes in the April 7th issue of the McKeever Strategy Letter that 
the long term picture for the stock market is still bullish and "our advice to you is to enjoy the 
party while it lasts." He continues to recommend the gradual purchase of gold coins and gold 
mining shares. "This (metals) bull market is not going to roar up quickly, but this is the 'zone of 
accumulation'," he says. He thinks silver will test the $8 level. (Box 4130, Medford, OR 97501, 
$195) 

-- W. A. "JOHN" JOHNSON 


EDUCATION 
After a Clinical Study 


Parents expose school-based "clinics" as "sex centers" 


Planned Parenthood's campaign to establish school-based sex clinics throughout 
California has run into a snag. Pro-family forces in the Golden State have organized a 
well-informed and aggressive opposition movement, and have made defeat of the school-based 
clinics a top priority for 1987. 

On February 28th, more than 100 grass-roots leaders of the growing anti-clinic 
movement analyzed the clinic threat and outlined plans for a statewide counterattack at a 
closed-door, all-day strategy conference in Los Angeles. Individuals who had led successful 
fights to defeat the proposed school clinics in their own cities gave testimony at the conference, 
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which was sponsored by the California Pro-Life Council (CPLC). Speakers emphasized 
repeatedly that, despite being outspent many times over by the Planned Parenthood sex-clinic 
advocates, pro-family forces can triumph through solid educational campaigns that make the 
facts available to parents. 

"Educating! Educating! Educating!" is the indispensable key, said Mrs. Joan Patton, 
leader of the successful fight against the clinics in San Diego. She continued: "The assault by the 
anti-family, anti-life forces is so well planned, well timed and well financed" that clinic 
opponents are likely to feel overwhelmed at first with the enormity of the assault. Nevertheless, 
by marshalling accurate information and by organizing parents and churches, the seemingly 
insurmountable odds can be overcome. 

Citing statistical data from a number of studies, including studies actually conducted by 
Planned Parenthood and other clinic advocates, the CPLC creates public awareness of the fact 
that "the school-based sex centers do not succeed in reducing teen pregnancies, but only increase 
the resort to abortion among teens, and even the rate of teen pregnancy itself, by indoctrinating 
students in a self-indulgent, promiscuous view of human sexuality." 

The educational effort, several speakers emphasized, must begin with an awareness and 
understanding of the importance of the semantics involved in this battle. According to Albin 
Rhomberg of the California Pro-Life Medical Association, the term "school-based clinic" is a 
deceptive misnomer that Planned Parenthood coined to place a gloss of medical professionalism 
over their true purpose -- the promotion of sexual promiscuity and abortion among school 
students. Rhomberg argued that the term confers a certain legitimacy on the "clinic" movement 
and that a more appropriate name -- which should be used by the pro-family forces -- is 
"school-based sex centers." 

The "clinics," after all, are rarely staffed with medical professionals and their primary 
purpose is to dispense condoms as well as birth-control and abortion-referral information. The 
"clinics" serve no legitimate medical function that cannot be handled by the school nurse or other 
school-health professionals. 

Mts. Patton stressed the importance of making a long-term commitment to this battle. 
The sex-center promoters are trying to rebound from their defeat, she said. "Now they're sending 
in new troops into San Diego -- in the form of the March of Dimes' Adolescent Pregnancy ‘Child 
Watch' program -- to try to push these clinics through. Even after you defeat them the first time, 
you'll have to stay on top of this thing for some time to come, to make sure they don't come back 
to sneak the sex center through later," Mrs. Patton warned. 

A "School-Based Sex Clinic packet" containing very useful documentation plus valuable 
tips on tactics and resources is available for three dollars from the California Pro-Life Council. 
(926 J Street, Suite 803, Sacramento, California 95814; telephone: 916/442-8315.) 

The State of Washington 

Pro-family forces in Washington State mounted a massive statewide effort that recently 
accomplished the "impossible." They soundly defeated state legislation to provide funding for 
school-based sex centers. When HB 376, a bill to appropriate $1 million for the establishment of 
ten sex centers, was introduced in Olympia last November, passage was considered a "sure 
thing." The measure's sponsor, State Representative Jennifer Belcher, had lined up in advance an 
impressive phalanx of organizations that had agreed either to support the bill or at least not to 
offer any opposition to it. 

Mts. Shirley Olsen, a leader in the Washington chapter of Concerned Women for 
America, actively opposed the measure. "We knew that this was a well-orchestrated attempt to 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


establish Planned Parenthood programs in the schools at taxpayer expense, and we realized that 
we had to educate and organize opposition at once," she told THE NEW AMERICAN. A 
statewide coalition of pro-family groups was formed and the coalition initiated a campaign to 
alert parents and churches and to demonstrate to the state legislature the overwhelming 
opposition to the measure. 

A legislative aide in Olympia noted that the unprecedented volume of mail and telephone 
calls "astounded" legislators and caused many of them to withdraw their earlier support. "We 
swamped the legislative 'hot line' with over 17,000 phone calls," said Mrs. Olsen. 

On March 9th, the bill died in committee without a vote, The sex-center advocates then 
tried to attach the same measure as an amendment to different legislation, but that attempt was 
defeated as well. Finally, Representative Belcher succeeded in attaching funding for the centers 
to the House budget proposal. Belcher told THE NEW AMERICAN on April 28th, however, 
that she had "serious doubts" that the funding would survive the budget negotiations in the 
special session now under way. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


ODDLY ENOUGH 


Inflammatory TV 

If the Komsomolskaya Pravda is to be believed, watching television is much more 
exciting in the Soviet Union than it is in the United States. The Soviet newspaper reported that 
5,490 fires were caused in 1985 by the explosions of defective television sets. "People were 
killed and buildings burned down," the report continued. The Soviets cannot blame the Japanese 
for this dismal picture, because all the sets were manufactured in the USSR. Even worse from the 
Soviet point of view, with so many exploding sets their ability to spread inflammatory 
propaganda is reduced. 

The Plagued Building 

In addition to the bugging devices that were planted in the walls and ceilings of the new 
American embassy building being built in Moscow by Soviet contractors, there are other, and 
even more startling, problems with the plagued building. When Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee staffers visited Moscow they found that the roof of the still incomplete building 
(work is now six years behind schedule) already needed replacement. Water leaks from the top 
down to the fourth floor; concrete walls have cracks; the mortar that was used is not right for the 
Moscow climate in the opinion of site personnel; some interior walls have gaps of up to three 
feet; large chunks of concrete have fallen from ceilings; and some of the walls have holes. 

Not that the current flap about the bugging of the embassy is anything new. In 1960 the 
Soviet government presented the American embassy in Moscow with a handsome U.S. 
government seal, complete with the eagle crest, as a token of friendship. A bug was later 
discovered concealed in the eagle's beak. And in 1964, after more than 40 listening devices were 
found imbedded in embassy walls and ceilings, the State Department was sufficiently bugged to 
lodge a "strong formal protest." 

A Story Worth a Mouthful 

The Soviet newspaper Izvestia reported a miraculous-healing story to top all others -- one 
that took 43 years for the miracle to occur. 

It seems that Akhip Maximenko, 75, a farmer in the Ukraine, had been speechless since 
December 1944, when he suffered a head wound in a World War II battle. In February 1987, 
Maximenko went to bed one night and dreamed about that long-ago battle. "I charged forward 
with my rifle and shouted loudly in my sleep," Izvestia quoted him as saying. The next morning, 
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he went out of his house and suddenly started speaking. What is more, he is now reportedly able 
to speak Ukrainian so perfectly that his fellow villagers find it a pleasure to listen to him. 
If the Soviet report is true, congratulations are in order to Akhip Maximenko for 
providing Izvestia with a story considerably more interesting than most of its news. 
-- RICHARD MCKINNEY 
and ELAINE BECHTEL 


IN LIGHT OF THE PAST Father of the 


Constitution -- James Madison... 


James Madison personified the man of virtue in public affairs 


James Madison's contemporaries recognized the unique role that he played in the making 
of the Constitution. Some apparently even went so far as to attribute authorship of the document 
to Madison during his lifetime. When he was 84 years old, Madison wrote to William Cogswell 
to set the record straight: "You give me credit to which I have no claim, in calling me 'the writer 
of the Constitution of the U.S.!' This was not, like the fabled Goddess of Wisdom, the offspring 
of a single brain. It ought to be regarded as the work of many heads & many hands." So it was, 
as Madison's own record of the proceedings makes abundantly clear. 

Role at the Convention 

Madison participated in the call for a convention issued at Annapolis. He attended every 
session of the Constitutional Convention, kept voluminous notes on the proceedings (by far the 
fullest record of what went on), spoke frequently (usually at least once a day), served on 
important committees, influenced the contents of the Constitution, and supported the results by 
signing the finished document. After the Convention, he wrote a number of The Federalist 
Papers, which were acclaimed as the best commentary on the Constitution. 

At the Virginia convention to consider ratification, he became the leading advocate and 
overcame the vehement objections of opponents. When the Constitution was put into effect, he 
served in the Congress, where he was for a time the most influential member of the House in 
getting legislation to activate the government. Over the remainder of his long political career, he 
was one of the most vigorous exponents of the Constitution and one of the most ardent advocates 
for the preservation of its integrity. Madison also modified the first ten Amendments -- the Bill 
of Rights -- and steered them through Congress, seeing to it that they did not alter the character 
of the government significantly. It is for these many services that we call James Madison the 
Father of the Constitution. 

That Madison should have played such a large role in what was surely the most 
momentous achievement of our Republic is more than a little surprising. He was not easily 
picked out of a crowd as a potential leader. George Washington, by contrast, stood out in a 
crowd. He was tall, strong, passionate, aggressive as a young man, ambitious, and fearless in 
battle -- all told, a man's man. Madison was short, not over five feet six inches tall -- "Little 
Jeemy," some called him -- "no bigger than a half cake of soap," retiring, bookish, prolix in 
writing, lacking fire in expression and the power, as Jefferson had, of making memorable 
phrases. 

Yet Madison was the right man for both the time and the place. Most likely he would not 
have been a leader of men in battle. He had other virtues, which made him ideally suited to an 
age when reason and the ability to use it were greatly admired. He had few of those traits we 
associate with the politician, yet he made a career -- his only career -- in politics. From the 
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mid-1770s, until he retired from the presidency in 1817, he remained in politics -- beginning in 
the Virginia state legislature, moving to the Confederation Congress for several years, to 
Congress under the new Constitution, serving as Secretary of State under Jefferson, and ending 
as President of the United States. In the 17th Century he would probably have been a clergyman; 
in our century he might have been a college professor; in the Middle Ages he would almost 
certainly have been a monk. For all that, in mid-life he married a lively widow, Dolly Todd; and 
he relished wine with his dinner and spicy conversation afterward. 

Emergence of a Statesman 

Madison seems more to have happened upon his career than aimed at it. The son of a 
Virginia planter who had ample, though not extravagant acreage, he was sent to college at 
Princeton (then the College of New Jersey), where he learned much from that Presbyterian 
master, John Witherspoon, but almost ruined his health by going straight through college in two 
years -- without ever getting any formal training for a profession. He read law for a time, but 
showed no inclination either to become expert in it or to practice it. 

But these were exciting times in the life of Virginia and the other British colonies. Born 
in 1751, Madison reached manhood just when resistance to British rule was moving hesitantly 
toward independence. He took a seat in the legislature just when Virginia was instructing 
delegates to the Continental Congress to vote for independence. Madison found his niche soon 
enough; he was a tenacious reasoner, a good listener, and a sturdy champion of his ideas. Dr. 
Witherspoon had advised his students, "Lads, ne'er do ye speak, unless ye ha' something to say, 
and when ye are done, be sure and leave off." Madison accepted this guide to obtaining listeners 
and applied it well. He quickly emerged as a legislative leader. Thomas Jefferson, who served as 
governor for a term during the war, saw the potential of Madison early and fostered his career. 
Men said of Madison that he was good and virtuous, that he was incorruptible, and with tenacity 
he did get things done. 

Madison's experience in government, especially in the Confederation Congress, gave him 
an appetite to learn more about the nature of government in general. While he could not have 
known the great uses to which his learning would be put, he began extensive study in the 
mid-1780s. He was particularly interested in the history of confederacies. He sent a request to 
Jefferson for additional books (Madison was at home in Virginia) in 1786, and Jefferson 
dispatched numerous volumes from Philadelphia and Paris. One of Madison's biographers 
commented: "Madison used some of the books sent by Jefferson to make a systematic 
investigation of European confederations. From his studies, carried out in 1786 and early 1787, 
he concluded that other confederations, in their dependence upon member states for enforcement 
of confederation legislation, suffered from the same fundamental weakness as the American 
Union." Undoubtedly, he saw that this weakness lay at the heart of confederations. 

Madison's reading and experience had made him one of the best -- if not the best -- 
informed of the 55 delegates who attended the Constitutional Convention. His recent studies 
gave freshness and authority to his observations. However, when the convention began, neither 
Madison nor anyone else knew how to achieve what was wanted. Madison undoubtedly believed 
that a strict confederation could not provide for an adequate government, sufficiently restrain the 
states, or make a permanent union. He did devise a powerful argument that in extensive republic 
with a variety of interests would be better restrained than a small one. With several other 
Virginians, he did work out a preliminary plan for government, known as the Virginia Plan, 
which was presented to the Convention by Governor Edmond Randolph of Virginia. But it 
differed greatly from what was eventually hammered out in the debates and committees over a 
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period of nearly four months. 
A Remarkable Achievement 

What the Convention achieved was nothing less than remarkable -- "astounding" might 
be a better word. They had wrought a system never before tried on any scale, a constitutional 
federated republic. It had some features of a confederation (the independence and integrity of the 
states had been largely preserved); some features of a national government (the general 
government could act directly on individuals within the states); and some features drawn from 
monarchy (the presidency), aristocracy (the Senate), and democracy (the House of 
Representatives). Yet, it was a republic, and it assured the states of republican forms of 
government, a federal system of government, a constitutionally limited government, a mixed 
government with separation of powers, and the division of powers between the central 
government and the governments of the states. 

Madison had played a key role throughout the Convention. He had been in his seat every 
day, taking notes, making motions, raising questions, prodding, and giving continuity to 
discussions and meetings. A goodly number of his proposals did not pass. Yet he always 
accepted what was done with good humor, and when he had put his name to the document, he 
worked for the ratification with the same determination as if he had written the whole. 

Would the Constitution and the Republic it established last? None of the Founders knew. 
Over the years, it became clearer both to the men who made it and to others that it was based on 
a cluster of enduring principles. But all the Founders were of the opinion that a republic 
depended upon the virtue of the people. If the great body of the populace became corrupt, the 
system they had established must fail. 

James Madison personified the man of virtue during his long career in public affairs. 
Could he be elected to high office today? Or have we been corrupted by the pandering of our 
politicians, their lust to redistribute the wealth, and their unremitting self-seeking? If so, our task 
is not to celebrate the bicentennial of the document we have dishonored but to rediscover the 
public spirit that gave rise to it and the great principles embedded in it. 

-- CLARENCE B. CARSON 
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